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OFFICIAL DOCUMEPJT. 



Haiiixburii, I'rnnn., ./aiiiiun/ Dth, IHll. 

TO TlIK IH>N<H{AItLK EDWIN S. HTIAICT, 

(liircniiir of the Vinnnniiiirfullh nf I'ciniKj/lraiiin. 

Sir: — In snliiniltiiig <nir rci«»rl for tliv (-i)lt'iiiliu' vfjir ninctwn 
Iiiiii(1i'(h1 ani\ len, we dcciii il iiiinecwaiir.v to eiirci- iiilo aiiv (Ictiiileil 
slati-inciit or Itie onliniiiv liusiiu-Ns nf this CotiitnisNiun iiiaKiiiiu'li 
iiN Unit liiiH liecD (l<iiie iu otti- two iii'fvioiis rf[nii-iK and the fnll 
details of that huKinwK will be foinid iu tlie jipiiendii-CN. Tiiere 
lUf several nnnsnal fealurew of onr worli, however, to wliich some 
siieeitic refei-eiiue should iw ninde. 

IMTTSBI'Itti TKOl-LKY KlTrATJON: lUiiiiig tlie eail.v months 
of this year, we i-oniiileled tlo' iuvesligiitiou, allnded to in onr last 
rei»ort, into the xtrei'l railway sitnulion in tlie city of I'ittshnrg, 
;ind on the rpjHirt of onr expert, after coufereuL-e with Iioth tlie 
Mayor of IMllslmrg and the l'itt«liiirg ICailways t'oiniiauy, we made 
a recommendatioti coveniig sniistanlially till ihe points in dispute 
over whii-li we had jurisdiction and wliich adniillcd of coniplianre 
by the Kailways Company without prior additioiiul franchise grants 
from th« city and m'igldmring iiinnieipalitii-s. 

In addition to Ibe specitie reconinietidalions made at that time, 
(liere were also a nnirdier of siiggeNtions looking towai-d more har- 
monions and eordial relations Ih-Iwch'u the eily and the liailways 
Company, and having reference lo some action on the part of the 
city. which seemed to be neeessary in order lo permit the liailways 
Company to pnl into effect other iaiproveiuenis wliieli the city 
desires and which Ihe Commission thought shonid lie made. The 
Railways Company promptly accepted the ret'ommendalious of the 
(Commission and expressed its determiualion lo comply therewith 
as sjieedily as possihle. ami also to malie application lo ilie city 
authorities for the additional franchises it thought necessary in 
order to enable it to make tlie other impt-oveuients which had be<'n 
suggesle<). In conscfinence of the acli<m by the Railways Comjiany 
pnrsimnt to our ret onunenda lion, we have had nnmerous assurances 
that the situation lliere has biH'U substantially imjiroved and that 
such improvement would be still fnrllier euhance<l when all Ihe 
reetunmeiidalioiis have be<'n fully complied with. To do this a 
lapse of some lime is necessary as all the rectiiiimendalions were 
impossible of immetliate fnlHIlment. 

I.OCIJMOTIVK ItttllJCR I.VSrKCTION: During ihe past year 

we have also completed the work of preparing regulations for the 

inspection of locomotive iHiilers. and now have promulgated rules 
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for tbat purpose, adopted blanks fur reports of the railroad com- 
panies, and hare in general put into elfect the plan which the Brother- 
hood of Locomotive Engineers, through ils committee, suggested to 
us sometime ago. The rules adopted by the Commission for this 
work have had the approval of an expert, of the Brotherhood of 
Locomotive Engineers and of the railroads, and are printed herein 
in Appendix "II". It is hoped thai their ubservunce will minimize 
the number and (he destrurliveness of accidents ansing from lai-k 
of care of locomotive boilers. 

PHILADELPHIA TROLLEY SITUATION: By reason of many 
complaints received concerning the street railway conditions in 
Philadelphia, the Commission was ol)liged 1o institute a verj' thor- 
ough expert investigation of that situation. For that purpose the 
firm of Messrs. Ford, Bacon & Davis was employed, and their work 
which was undertaken during the past summer, we are advised, \y 
now nearing completion. 

It is exoecfed that the report of these experts will furnish the 
Commission with very complete and detailed informalion respei-l- 
ing the transportation problems in the city of Philadelphia, the 
general oonduct of the business of Ihe Philadelphia Itapid Transit 
Company and the character of accommodations it is furnishing the 
public, together with suggestions for the inijirovoment thereof. So 
soon as this report is received, it will be actwl upon by the Com- 
mission as speedily as possible, and we expect that it will in some 
measure at least iiidicale a way in which substantial improvement 
in the street railway service in that city can he obtained. 

IlESOLllTION OF THE SENATE: By Kesolution passed by 
the Senate of Pennsylvania March :ilst, 1909, this Commission was 
directed to make an investigation of certain service furnished by 
Ihe Philadelphia & Iteading Hallway Company, and of the character 
of the equipment used, with special reference to suggesting improve- 
ments in both. In obedience to that instruction several inspections 
of that service were made, and numerous conferences held both with 
the Railway Company officials and with Senator Snyder, the author 
of the Resolution. The results achieved are specifically set forth 
iu a report of the case, to be found in Appendix "A", and will he 
seen to include improved service, both in the number. of trains and 
in the running time of the same, and in the addition of a consider- 
able number of the new cars to the road's e(]uipment. This im- 
provement embraces not only the territory traversed by the lines of 
the company between Pottsville and Han-isburg, both via Auburn 
and via Reading, but also its sen-ice in Schuylkill County north 
of the mountain. As was to be expected, all the improvements 
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Bought bj the variona communities affected could uot be obtained 
but it is felt that the results which have been secured will contribute 
largely to the convenience of tlic patrons of the road. 

INVESTIOATION OF TKLEPUONE KATES: A very consider- 
able amount of labor has been the result uf the passage of the joint 
resolution of the Benaie iind House uf the last Legislature requir- 
ing Ihis Coiuinission to niKke an investigation of the rates and tolla 
charged for telephone service in the Slate. 'Ihis work, which lias 
necessitated the creation of a special department for its prosecution, 
has been diligently piirtsued, and in it we have had expert guidance 
and assistance, and during its prosecution the telepbuoe companies 
have greaLly revised their schedules and rates, doubtless in antici- 
pation of the result of this investigation. 

The collection of the nocessai-}- information is about completed, 
and the deductions to be made ihei'efrom are now in course of pre- 
paration. When this work Js completed the CouiiuiMaiou will make 
a report to Ihe l^isluture, furui-sbing detailed information in rt^ard 
to the matters specified in the liesolutiou aforesaid, which report 
will be accompanied by such suggesUons for legislatioo as we may 
deem ueceusary in order to secure the establishment of e<iuitable 
and uniform rales for tlie use of telephoues by the public. 

ACCIDENTS: in Apiiendix "B" will be found a tabulated state- 
ment of Ihe accideuls reported to the Comiuiijsiuu duriug the past 
year. Even a cursory examination of these accident i-eports will 
convince any one thai as ycl this State is faf behind where it should 
be in ell'ective measures for the prevention of serious injury and 
loss of life, not only to employees and passejigers upon our trans- 
portation lines but also to the public which is obliged to Iruvel on 
higbways^ laid out along and across tbcMe Hues, as well an to li-es- 
passeiti upon the roadbeds. 

Accompanying our first report will be found bills, drafted by 
this Commissiuu, designed to prevent trespassing upon the tracks or 
roadbeds of railway companies (see Apx)endix "I"), and to bring 
within the jurisdiction of this Ooiimiissiou the crossing at grade 
of highways of Uie Commonwealth by raih-oad tracks (see Api>en<lix 
'•J "J, -in order that where found necessary the Commission might 
pi-escribe some method for so protecting (he public fiuiu the danger 
of these crossings as would tend to prevent the gi-eat number of 
fatalities and serious accidents that annually occur thereat. These 
measures did not tbtn n'ccive the cuusideratiou the Commission 
thought the itnpoi-lunce of the subjects demanded, and we now again 
i-econnnend Ihem fur passage by the present Legislature. 
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The Pe|Kiits receivi'il liv this (VmiiiiisKion for (lip twelve months 
ending December :{lsl liist slmw iliat 8(j perwoiis wci-e killed at these 
grade ci'oKsiQgs. lieiii;; 14 iimre tluin fur the twelve imnitliK pi-eccrliii" 

KE0OMMi:XDATlONS: Tlie woik of this Cimimission has 
neees«arily been emidncted in ti judicial and tliei-efoi-e unolitrHsive 
manner and it is putisiMe tliat the |iid)lic hun fiiniie<I au ernmenus 
itiipreNsicJU vt tlie results and elFecliveneHx iif its i-ecommendations. 
We ai-e Jetl aotnewhat to ihis cnncliiKiiiii by the repeated statements 
that the work of the Ciinniiissiim was wholly inelfect ive, and this 
nutwithstandin;; the declaration made in our tw<i pi-evinus repitrlf- 
that all the re^-oniinendations of the Comiidssion have been promptly 
complied with. We Iherefoi-e desire now ami here to repeal lliat 
all the recommendations of the (^onniiission np t(» the present time — 
with but two i-eceut exceptiiins, hereafter more fnlly referred to — 
have been promptly complied with, ami we call the attention of the 
public Hpeciflcally to the acciiraieness of this statement. 

It is, however, true that in some direclione we lack anthority, 
and this is particularly the case with respect to gi-ade crossings 
of highways, Ut which we have already called attention, and which 
defect we again ask to have remedied by profjer legislation. 

It is also true that the -\vt cicating this Connnissiou does not 
speclflcally designate what shall be the force and elTect of a recom- 
mendation by this Conmiission, and naturally some (binbt has arisen 
on that point. Herelofoi-e the snp]>ort of pnblie sentiment has bei-n 
relied ujion as the most jitdent factor in secnriug compliance wiili 
our recommendations, but in view of the nncertainty referreil to. 
as well as the geiKral public impicNsion which exists, it would in 
our judgment lie an improvement in the Act to specify just what 
should be the etfect of a recommendaticm by this Oiminission. If, 
Jn the view of the piililic, it is so desire<l. (he Act could Ih' amended 
(o state that a finding and re<'ommendaliim made by this Commission 
shall he ei|Hivalent to one made by a <onrt of recoi-d of this Stale; 
or if it be deemed best not to go to that extent, tlie aniendinent conld 
declare that such finding and lecomnu'iKlalion should have at least 
the force and efl'ect of a verdict by a jury or a conclusion ii-ached 
by an auditor appointed by a court. The etfect of snch an amend- 
ment as the latter would be. in case of a cimtest respecting coni- 
(diance with our reconuiiendations, that the a<'tion by this f'oni- 
nnssion would be taken as making out a prima facie case and throw 
the burden of proof upon the contestant; and it would seem that 
after this Commission has made an examination of a case, has heard 
Ibe jiai-ties and their counsel, and arrived at a conclusion (heivin 
that such at least should be the elTect of its detennination. 

It is with relnctaiic<' and only iu conscipience of statements recently 
noticed in the press of this Stale that Ihis mattev is r-eferie»l to 
here, the Counjiission liaving been salisUed to proceed diligently j 
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in the disc!iiii}!e of its duHes wltliin llie [HoviBiiins <if tbe Act 
creating it, feeling thiit with sncli genenU complianfe by tlie com- 
mon capriei-s of the Ktate witli its reconimeudutions as has been 
llie case to tlif iirescnt an,v agitalinti on tlif subject hy it migtit 
seem somewhat umiiHessary. This does not inoan, however, that 
there is any hesitancy nn the [nut of tlie (Join mission fully to exercise 
any authority which miiy lie ciinferi-wl ujion il. 

(■ASEK OF NOX-COMI'LIAKCK: Of the two cases before' 
referred to, wheit-in tbe company ci)iii|ilaincd iiguiiist has failed to 
comply n'illi the recommendation of this ('onimissioiu one was a 
questioD of piisseiijjcr fare on the Jtidtiniore & Ohio ICailroad fnmi 
IHiInts between I'ittsbnrfr and Cimnellsville to jMiiiiis east of ('on- 
iiellsyiDe, and the facts in this case ai-e sulistantially these: The 
Pittsburg & Lake Kiie ICailroad has a line competing with the Balti- 
more & Ohio Itailroad between Pittsburg and Omnellsvilie. and na 
that line as yet the rale of two cents per mile prescribed by the 
Act approved April iith, 1!)07, is still in effect, while as to the Balti- 
more & Ohio line that Ait has beeu held invalid. In consequence, 
however, of ihe comix-tition witli the Pittshnrg & Lake ICrie in that 
territory, the Baltimore & Ohio contiunes to sell tickets at the fwo- 
ceut per mile rate to and fmm all points Itetwecn Pittsburg and 
OonnelUville but between any of those points and points east of 
Connellsville it enforces the straight three-cent fare. The result 
of this is that passengers between points east of ('onnellsville and 
points west thereof have (o pay a fare in excess of that charged 
from the same point to (^'(mnellsville and (hence from Cimnellsville 
to the point of destination, making the tlii'ough fare higher than 
the aggi-egate of the locals. It was against this practice complaint 
was made to this C<anniisston. and after very full consideration the 
Commission determined that the circumstances re<|uired it to recom- 
mend that the fares comi»Iaine<l almut be reduced to a sinn not exceed- 
ing the aggregate of the locals to the same point, which the Balti- 
more & Ohio Company has now i-efused to do. It may lie observed 
that fliis recommendation is in entire accord and agreement with 
the decision of the Interstate Commerce Coniuiission in the case 
of the United States against the same ltailr()ad Company and others, 
decided by that Commission on Alai-ch 2. 1000, and reported in Inter- 
state Commence Conmiission rejmrts volume 15, page 47(1, 

The other case referred to is against the Pennsylvania Lines West 
«f Pittsbnrg. in which the complaint was that those Lines refuse<l 
to check ba^age through to jioints east of Pittsburg on presenta- 
tion of a combination of tickets good for first class passenger accoin- 
modations to said points, as. for instance, npcm presentation <if a 
commutation ticket good from point of embarkation to Pittsburg 
and also of a Pennsylvania ICnilrotul mileage book gcM)d fi-om Pitts- 
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burg to points past theri'df. Tliis iiriictice sulije<tK piisKeiigfiis In 
very great incimvenience, requiring theui — no matter at what hour 
they may reacli the city of Piltsiiurg, nor how close may be tlie con- 
neptiou at Ihat point— to disembark and have their baggage re-checked 
(here, and the complaint against the practice was very serious and 
wide-spread. The Commission made a very careful investigation 
of this subjcwt and gave the respondent, the Pennsylvania Company, 
a full hearing in the matter and finally concluded that the practice 
was unjn»tiflable and the Imposition of an unreasonable inconvenience 
upon its patrons, and promulgated a recommendation — not only 
to it but all other lines in this State^that such practice should 
be discontinued, and ba^age checked through to destination on the 
presentation of snch tickets as aforesaid. With this recommenda- 
tion every other road in the Slate, where their practice theretofore 
had been different, promptly complied, and the Pennsylvania Com- 
pany alone refuses to do so. 

The Commission is perfectly willing to submit to the public the 
determination of whether or not its findings and recommendations 
in th^e two cases are reasonable and proper. The records in these 
cases have been certifietl to the Attorney General, in accordance with 
the provisions of section XVII of the Act creating the Commission. 

STATE MAPS: The Commission has recently contracted for the 
publication of two maps of the State of X'ennsylvania, one showing 
the steam railroads of the State in colors and trolley lines in black, 
and the other showing the trolley lines of the State in colors with 
the steam railroads in black. Every endeavor is being made to have 
these maps accurate and up-to-date, and if this endeavor succeeds 
these maps will be a valuable addition to the archives of the Com- 
monwealth. It is expected that they will be finished during the 
coming spring. 

A statement in detail of the traveling expenses and disbursements 
of the Commission, its offlcers, clerks and experts is submitted in 
Appendix "G". 

The Act creating this Commission is printed in Appendix "K", 
and the Rules of Practice adopted by the Commission to govern pro- 
cedure before it will be found in Appendix "L", 

Respectfully submitted, 
NATHANIRL EWlNf!, 

Chairman. 
CHAS. N. MANN, 
JOHN Y. BOYD. 
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Complaints filed with the Commission during the year ending Decem- 
ber 31, 1910, and cases unfinished December 31, 
1909, with the proceedings thereon. 
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TABLE OF CASES. 
FILED 1910. 

353. Wm. 11. Teas In re liBjigagu cliecking nilfes. 

Baltimore & Ohio Railroaii Co., 
Buffalo, Bot-hester & I'lltsbureh 
Itailvray Company. 



RaJlroadi. 
355. I^wiii M. Sliafer In r<> I'nn'li-Hx hnnilliaK of live Ktiu'k, 

Ts. Itnte on eggn, IlartstowD to Avalon, I'a. 

AdaniB ExpreRS Cotnpony, 
Wello Fargo & <liimpBny I-Ikihww. 
3M. Fvrdinnnd Koenig, Secretary, Ger- In re i.-ouiliti 
man American Bepablitun League aiid Geriun 

riiilailelpbia Rapid Transit Co. 
3."i7. Walter W. Roafh In re mannei 

riiiludel[>liia Rapid TranHit Co 
'JoS. Stalnaker Iron Compauy 

rittsburgli Car Demiirrase Bureau. 

350. Mrs. SI. A. Bowen In re inaiiffieient sor 

Fhiladetiihia Unpid Transit Co. 
3l». A, C. Oabiirn In re stutiou taeililici 

rittHliiireli & T^ke Erie Railroad Co. 

SHI. The I'last -McKeRBnort Board of In re danscroiis and i 

Trade of tunnel leadiuR to 

vs. WilmerdinR. 
I'ennx.vlvauia Railroad Company. 

Sitf. Tho East MeKei^aporl Bounl of In ro sanitary eiinditioli of t 

Trade croivdinK, and inade<iuate a. 

vs. tag rvish lionrs. 
I'JtlslmrBh Railwayi: Company. 

3ti3. Gabriel II. Moyer In re station facilities at I'ulm) 

Philadelphia & ReadiDg Ry. Co. 

364. C. B. Kaiser Discrimination in passenEer 



I'll ila del phi a & Readio),- Ry. Co. 

(10) 
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3ll.".. C. W. Arny & Sons 

Philadelphia Rapid Transit Co. 
:m:. F. H. MniFiirland 

Philnili'lijliia Rnpjil TrnnHil Co. 
3(!7. H. S. Frniinfellw 

I'liilnilMiiIiia & RfnilinR Ry. Co. 
3U8. Wnltpr V. MnBiiire 

I'hiladfliiliin & Hemline Ry. Co. 

369. J. S. Sheppard 

I'ftiiisylvanin Railroad Company, 
rbiladdphia & Rnitline Ky. fa. 

370. Roy C. Dnnnpr 

Adama ExptT.™ Company. 

371. Ellwood T. (Jnnier 
rhiladelpliia & RpailinR Ry. Co. 

37:i. Thorans Williams 

Sihiiylltill Vsllpy Traction tympany. 

373. II. B, Frwlmni 

Baltimore & Oliio Railroad Co. 

374. The Philadelphia <'ompany 



p uf i>xthanK.? ticliets. 



nvorinj; of ffates i 



In re paKBoiiKei" BiTviw south of Darhy 
Creek Oil Philadelpliia & Chester 
Ilraiich of tlie PeuDsylvnnia Railroad. 



i^liarses for shipment of wheel 



H of fare, Valley Forge to Nor- 



msed hy not lieating cam. 



Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co. 
375. W. E. Tcrhune Lumber Company In 



Overeharce on shipment of pipe, Alle- 
gheny lo Wilmerding. 



ehorRes for extcnaion lele- 
plioue set to diwk. 



(Vntral Distriot & Printing Tele- 
graph Company. 



S<'huylkill Railway Company. 
'. Phoenix Iron Works 



In re shelter ainlion at Fowler 
tji^hiiylkill Railway ('ompany. 



II castings, Meadville lo Siruthera, 



Philadelphia & West Chester Trac- 
tion Company. 
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). Cititens of Philadelphia 

Pblladelpbia Rapfd Transit Co. 
I. John R. BUtinger 

PeDDSjivania Railroad Gompany 



Pennsjlvaiiia Railroad Company 
!. J. SfaaroD McDonald 

Beaver Valley TractiOD Company 
I. Aga^ C. McCoy 

Adams Express Company. 
I. David W. Jones 

Fhiiadelphia & Reading Ry. Co. 
>. The Pliiladelphia CompaDy 

Baltrmore & Ohio Railroad Co. 



PeDoaylTania Railroad Company. 
'. R. R. Boggs, Chairman, 

The Bell Telephone Company. 
I. W. T. Fowler, et al, 
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In re inadequate service in general. 



In re failure of agent et Millmont to take 
proper care of mower. 



In re loss of coat in transit. 



Id re stoppage oF passenger trains at Up- 
per Donaldson. 

In re freight charges on car of wrought 
iron pipe. West Brownsville to Wes- 
lon, W. Va. 

In re stoppage at FraniiCotd Junction 
trains to and from Atlantic City. 



B for call service from hotels. 



In re sfnliou racililips at (^ugleville. 



Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 

K J. M. Tale, Jr., 

Penna. Lines West of Piltsburgb. 
). James Todd 

Penna, Lines West of Piltsburgb. 
.. Joseph Pen Del I 

Adams Express Company. 
[, F. H. Hall 

Penusylvania Railroad Company. 
:, U. 8eztoD 

Wabaab Pittsburgh Tenninal B7. 
0*. 



, Philadelphia to Wawa, Pa. 



In re freight on magaziues helween 
Huntingdon and Harrisburg. 



In re employment of boy fourteen jnn 
of age to t«ke train order*. 
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394. K. H. Shriver, et al. lu re ucrvice. 

Beaver Valley Traction Company, 

tSXS. The Milton MauufacturiDg €o. In re discriuiinaiioi) in demurrage 

vs. cliarges b; reason of Uemnrmge rules 

Pennsyivania Bailroaii Company. iioL Wing HDiform lliroughout the 

Stale. 

3)Ki. William I'. Ixiespr INliLion fur all Dight ulreel lar service in 

VH. Lhe City of IlurriHiiiirg. 

(Vnlral I'ennaylvania Trai'liou Co. 

397. CiltHbiirgli ("ut Flower (.'ompaoy In re restoratioa of train No. iri2 from 

VB. MakertowD to PiltabiirKli. 

Baltimore & Ohio Railroail Co. 

398. Citizens of Tipton In re shelter station at Tipton, Penua. 

Altoona & lAtgaa Valley Biectric 
Co. 

3iiy. Stueker (VmNlnu-licm (Viinpany In rf demurrage on private car placed 

vs. on private siding. 

Philadelphia & Reading Railway 

Co., 
Baltitaore & Wasbitiflon Car De- 
murrage Bureau. 

400. Edmund Randell In re charge tor transfer at HarrisburK 

vs. of corpse ticketed and checked tbrangh 

The Central Raiinniil cif New Jersry. from Catasauqua to N^wville. 

401. t^duard Sclienk Refusal of railroads to permit use of 

vs. bills of lading printed on colored iiaper. 

Railroads. 

Wi. Pittsburg Kcniiywoiid Park ('o.. Alleged couimuuity discrimination in ei- 



pLttshurgh & r^ke lOrie Railroad 

Co. . . 

4M. J. K. P. Shoemaker _ Electric connections between belta on 

vs. platform and pusli hultons on cars out 

Pittsburgh Railways Company. of repair. 

401. Bear Lake Bcroogfa In re Inadequate passenger train service. 
Erie Railroad Company. 

400. The Siller, Narten, Banes Co. Refusal to redeem unused portion of an 

vs. IntenAangeable mileage ticket. 
Trunk Lines Mileage Bureau. 

406. Elmer C. Anderson In re refusal of conductor to issue trans- 
fers after tare bad been [Mid. 



Pittsburgh Railways Company. 
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407, Ediianl Si-hcnk In re rnlos «f fiire cIisi-k*>n iinrliT al|pge<l 

Pittabunilh & l^kp V.nv Railrond 
Company. 

40S. Corry Kirte & P m 

vs. h g nn d(* ro ng 

PetniHylvnnin k 

4ifit. K[[ll L've<>k ( u g m ad lia gc h 

vs. eh it bo 

I'eiinsylvRDii a 

4in. Arthur Bi'Dil n -d n nrs 

Johnsiown rna.-<enEer Railway Co. 

411. Jos. D. Kroiit Ki-tiisiil of poiidnptom to isaue transfers 

VB. on holidays. 

The WilkM-Rarre Railway Co. 

412. Cilixcns of Itorough of Coll<>ge Hill In re UDRalijffnrlory and inHiifSHcnt 
Bfiaver Valley Trai-lion Conipniiy. 

41.T Samuel E. Cavin In re rnle of fare, roliimbia Avenue to 

vs. Jenhiiil'.ivii nml r.'iiini to rhiladelphia. 

l'hila<lel[)liia & Readins RaiUvny Co. Terminal. 

414. William C. Bartt In re ivitli.lrawnl of tranEifer privileBea. 

Pittsburgh Railways ("ompiiny. 
41"). Belfast Slate t'om|>any In re mtes on ulntc. Xaj:nrelli to Linden, 

Lehigh Valley Kailmail Company. 
4H[. Kesidenla of Sherwood & Angova In re restoration of station at Angora. 



417. Oeorge A. Sims Rates of fare. 

Biiffalo & Ijtke Erie Traetion Co. 
41S. Waiter A. Rnniaey, et al, In re rates of fare ami iiinde<]iiaie service. 

Pennsylvania Kail road Company. 
4ia. Fred C. fireeue Diseriminnlion in wagon delivery senjee. 

Adams Kxpress Company. 

420. Paul J. Sherwood Rate on liouBehold gooils, Eaat Blooms- 

VI. liurg to Itita, Penoa. 

Peunsylvnnia Railroad Colniinny. 

421. J. M. Morin, Director Piililie In re overloadioR of ears. 

Safely, 

Duquesae Inclined Plane Comi>aiiy. 
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:. S. K, Tnylor, et al, 

Philadelphia Rapid Transit Co. 
;. I.ehieii Volley <'o]d StoniBe ("«. 

Rrtilroad <'(iniimni<>s. 
I. SaiHUfI It. Cflrtpr 

rHnnK.vltnniii Itiiilroncl ('(impnny. 
i. Jcsw Rnniilwrry 



RAILROAD COMMISSION. 

Totnl cpfusHliim of Irolley 



Slorasp dmrsvH 



RUph on shipniPiil of drilling mat'hini^. 



42<i. T. J. fnm.ll 

DiKjuMine Incline Dane f'o. 
427. William Dnnlo 

Itnltiinor^ & Ohio Ruilroad Co. 
42H. C. Churchill 

Philadpliihln Rapid Transit Co. 
4211. II, <i. Mnnnine 

I'pDnsylvania Railroad Com jinny. 
4:!a The Ki-eniiiR TeloRmpli of I'liila. 

Philadelphia Rapiil Transit Co. 
431. Residents near Pasebal Stalinn 

I'ennsylv.inia Itailroad Company, 
4:a. Williams Bmlhera 

HufTnlo & Rutuiaehnnon Railway Co. 
4Sa. ReHidi'ntx of .Ton>l»> 

East Hroad Top R. R. & Con! Co. 
434. A. J. Delwiler 



Rotes of fare. 



In re coDditioQ of car No. 



In re freijcht and paRseneer station i 



I'pnnHylvania Railroad CompnDj. 
I. JcHse J. Shiiman 

PitlsbiiTEh Rail ways Company. 
:. Italpli V. Taonehill 

United Stales ICxpress Company. 

•i 



IVtition for eslahlisiiment of freielit and 
pasRenger station at Jncolja. 

Refusal of railroadK to furni.-ih stanrlirds 
reyuired on rars for shipment of tele- 
phone poles. 

Refusal to issue transfers on July ^lll, 
I ti dependence Day. 

Refnsal to accept at PiHsbui^h ahipnicnls 
of peiialiable goods destined to SsKsr- 
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437. Cliarlpa DreifuB Cumpan; Kxcesaive rale □□ Bhipment of acrap ii 

VB. from Pnrk Place to Pottavillp. 

New York, Ontario & Wealern H. 
n. Co. 

43S. John Gilfillan 



IWnware Valley Railroad Compapy. 
4,10. American Refrarlories Company 
PonuKylvauia Itnilroad Company. 

440. J. A. LutE 

Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co. 

441. Slroebel Steel (Construction Co. 
Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 

442. W. G. Bigler 

PetiQsylvnnia R^iilroail Company. 

443. Harvey B. Mnnn 
Pullman Company, 

444. Charles E. Keck 



sliiproent of magueaile 



Tn re demurrage charges. 



UoDecessEiry delay and expense in for- 
wiirdine to destinadon baggage wliieli 



fur berth, Mifflin to 



hiladelpbia. 

re aheller station at Ashley, 



Wilkea-Barre & Ilazlelon By. Co. 
44r>. Ctti7.en8 of Tombicken 

I'ennsylvania Railroad Company. 
446. Residents of Halifax 

Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 
44T. Sterling Oil Company 

Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 

448. J. Lewis Heck 
Pennsylvania Railroad Company 

449. Reynoldsville Brick & Tile Co. 
Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 

450. J. M. Little, et el. 
Brie Railroad Company. 

451. County Corairossioaers of Somerset In re right to charge three cents per mile 

County In violetloo of Act o( April 6tb, 1807. 



Petition for 



Shipments destined to non-agency stations 

not delivered promptly. 



a service at Kennard. 



Baltimore t Oblo Bailroad Co. 
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4S2. H. E. Zerbe Inndeqiiate HtatLon facilities at CreCBOna. 

PbUadelphia & Reading Railway 
Co. 
4. ''■3. James Barr 

Adams Bipresa Company. 
4M. P. S. Oblej 

TS. 

BaltiiiKire & Oliio Railroad Co. 
4^. U. G. Kramer 



Pbiladelpbla & Reading Railway Co. 
I. O. Howard Palmer Refusal to e 



New York, Susquebaona & Westero 
Railroad Company. 



building bliK-ka , West Newton to 
SmithtOD. 

Alleged discrimination in rate on freight 
shipped to 03rd and Eastwick Avenue. 



■ir.7. OiiDgton A. Ware 

Adams Express Company. 
4:S. W. U. a. Gould 

Peonsylvania Railroad Company. 
4ril>. TtiomuB U. Gilbert 

Philadelpbia & Reeding Railway Co. 
4liU. J. B. Jenkins 

Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 
44.1. J. A. Watson 

Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 
462. Farmers Ferry Company 

Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 
4ti3. Cunningbam Piano Company I 

Pennsylvania Railroad Gompaii;. 
4IM. Alexander C. Doulbitt 1 

PitCsburgb, Fori Wayne & Chicago 

Railroad Company. 
(Penna. Lines West of Pittsburgh). 

465. H. P. GrettoD 

VI. 

Baltimore t Oblo Railroad Co. 
8— 27— 1»10 



In re wagon delivery service. 



dequate train service, ticket arrange- 

lenta and baggage cbecking facilities 
t 40th Street Station. 



1 re failure to provide mi 


ans tor fur- 


Dishing tickets to patrons 


and doaing 


station without notice. 





In re rate of fare, Carlisle 



In re clajui cbeck in 
eiiecking of baggage. 



Request for stoppage of trains t 
crossing. 



i regarding tlie shipping 



In re right of railroad to cbarge full fare 
for children on preaeatation ol mllaaga 
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Erie & PittHhurgh Railroad Co. 

(Peona. Linps West o£ Pittsbuwb). 

*J7. A. I.. KaiifniBQ 

rUtslnirKh RiiHwiiys rompnny. 



UcEiiHai to clieck baKgfle<' from Spruce 
Creek to Bellwooil on rombinatioD at 
two tickets. 

Refiiani to niM^ppt (ranafeni. 



C. II. Grove 


In re claim for liainngf in Kliipment to a 


PennM.vlvflnin Ruilrond riimpany. 




W. A. Kittnilf-e Compuny 


OvcrchnrBo on sbipnienl ot scrap iron. 


va. 


TimkbaiiMoek to Berwieii. 


r^^high Valb'y Itnilronil Compniiy. 




Isnac Hurst 


Ill re discrimination in rates of fare. ■ 


West I'l'DD IUllwiiy« ("■oinimriy. 




John T. n>nrcU 








Cbnrlos I,. Hamilton 


In ro n-fnsni oE nseut lo ship enprwia by 



Ailniiis Kxprpss Company, 
Anicrionn KnpresH ("ompniiy. 

. TliP Willioff Hrolliprs Company 
r.'nnn. Lines West of I'illslmrgh. 



Tlie Bell Teiepbone Company 








Willis Geist Newbold 


RefnBfll lo ()<-li\ 


er iiacka^ 


<■ fonsiened to 


va. 


complainant i 


City of 


llHrrisburg. 


A-iams Kxprcss Company. 








Irf'biitii Valley FncinB Company 


Exorbitant rates 


on eoal. 




Lehicli Valley Railroad Company. 








.7. W. McClarco 


Alleireci oven-bar 


>. on ship 


nent of shirts. 


vs. 


SoiLtb ncQd. 


inrt., to 


Connellsville, 



PennBylvanin Railroad Company. 
1. The Jos. .Toseph & Rrotbers Co. 

I'ennsjivania Railroad Company. 
I. >:dward C. Crises 

Alb'clieny Valley Street Ry. Co. 
I. Karl SimitHon 

Penatylvanla Railroad Companr- 



Allejieil shortajie on eai' 
sbippeil from Aliecbeuy I 



Application (o bnve second 
train No. 10 alop at Iiarime 
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4S1. ICdwin S. NycE, ut al. 

The Schuylkill Navi);atiun Co. 
iS2. Fink Brewing Company 

Adams Ei press Cora puny. 
-1-SI. J. KaiifmnnD 

Mt. I'l'iin (iravity Ruitmad Co. 



In re refusal t<i return empty (-rates beer 
bottles except upon prepayment of 

Oiercrowded cimdition of cars, sale of 
ruiind trip tickets and service in gen- 



4S4-485. The Evening Times, rhikdel- 
pbia. Tenna. 

I'hiladelpbia & Itendipg linilnay (ju. 
Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 

4»i. Rusa N. Hood 



AllpRed insaaitHry and inadequate s 
ice in tbe tranHportation of milk. 



In re station fueilities at Uuncai 



I'ennsylvanJa Railroad CompaDy. 
4.S7. Abraham Meziviiz. rt al. 

Pittsburgh Railways Company. 
4SK. Wilkoff brothers Company 

1'eunHylvauiu Railroud Company. 
4Kt. 8. A. Fishbum 



KM'eKsive fare, West Carson Street. 



Philadelphia & Itending Railway Co. 
4!«). J. n. Scharffer 



Maryland & Pennsylvania Itailroad 
( 'ompany. 



Alleged ovenliiirif on shipment of house- 
liold Kooils nnd one liiiKKy from Bryana- 
ville to Idiivitli', Pennn. 



401. E. B. Ki-uble 

PeuiiHylvania Raihiind Company. 
4U1>. Charles II. Smith 

Reading Transit Cuinjiauy. 
VXi. U. B. AiilH>tt 

Philadelphia & Reading Railway Co. 
4!M. Wilbur r. ltidiai-.Uou 

Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 
495. Chester I[. Ashton 

New York Central & Ilmlsou River 
Railroad Company. 



Allejn^l overehiirxe collecleil on [MlKHencer 
fare, Mount Caniiel to Philadelphia, 



[n i-e freitunii fnilure 1o iotii|ilelc sdied- 
I^'lmnon nnd Annvitle. 

Allcnc<i .'Xi'-s^^e fare chai'^rd fiiini Port 
Clinton lu Ri'iidlni; and TaniJipia to 
Readinj!. 



Pittsburg and Wilmerdinx 



Tneffieient train service on the Conai 
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49)>. J. is. Rutherford In re ildivery limila witbin Ihe Cttr of 

vs. Uarriaburg. 
IlDited Slnt^B Express Compnaj, 
Adams Express Company. 

407. H. Harris Alleged eicussive chargoB for traDsporta- 

ve. tion of a plant from Philadelphia to 

Adams Express Companj. Cliftoo City, Delaware County, Pa. 

'e. Fiwhold I'otitiu 



Erie Railroad Company. 

401). Otto fi. Zimmcrmiin 

Dnqiioine lueliniHi I'liini- C<>mpaiir. 

r>00. T. F. DeCou/aey Iti'EulatiuiDi for making delivery on con- 

VB. algnments of meat. 

PpnriHylvanin Railrond Company. 

TiOI. Residents of WHshinBtnn County Petitions for train connections at Finley- 
ra. villc. 

Rallimore & Oliio Railroad Co., 
Piltsbiinth Railways Company. 

."i"!;. (Icorge lAidge, Jr., Insufficient servic-p between NomBtown 

Ts. and Swedeland. 
Reading Transit Company. 

TiiKt. Aniorioan Pialc Glass Company Alleged diHcriminatorj rale on grinding 

I'eun.'iylvnniii Railroad Company. 

5l)t, RpRLilPDlB near Wolvertona StatioD ''elilion to slop train No. (17 at Wolver- 

vs. tons Station. 
PennKyivaaia Railroad Company. 

."^ir.. Columliia Coal & Coke Company R«to on coke. 

Pennsylvania Railroad Company, 
Ligonier Valley Railroad I'ompaoy. 

5(>H. Borough of Avis Petition for conslniction of overiiead 

vs. bridKP ncrosB yard tracks. 

New York Central & Hudson River 

Railroad Company. 

rK»7. (feorge. E. Wolfe 

The Bell Telephone Co. 

TiOfi. OtiEeoB o( Montgomery 

United States Bxpress Company, 
Adams Express Company. 

500. 3. N. Glover 

AdBDiB Eipre«8 Company. 



AlleKPil 
subs< 


iliers and 


noD-subscribera. 


Petition 
servie 


tor 


free 


eoHectlon 


and delivery 


Excess! 




e for 


transportatioD oT box. 








.:. 


byGOOgI 
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610. J. E. Yenny ReGiiliitions relative to ihe ii 

va. mutatioii lickets. 

ppnnBflvaiiia RHilroad Coiopany. 



.°>ll 



New I'ark & Fawn Grove R. R. Co. Alleged refiisnl nn'l ni-alfct l>y rtpfendant 

V8. tn ri^ceivi'. iransporl and deliver com- 

StcwBTtstown Uailroad Company, plainnnt's pasHi-ntturn, tntimii;!! and 

ears wilLout deliiy and diacriminntiou. 



! A. Keefer 



rillsbiirnh, llnniiony. Ruder & 
New Caadp Railwny Ctrnipany. 






I plaster troin Warren- 



513. Lewis V. Caster 


Slciiiicf ehn 


t'es iiii [la 


VB. 






PennBylvania Rjiil 


oad Company. 




514. West End rM\ Co 


mpany Discriminal 


on ia rat 


Vi, 






Pennflylvania Rail 


■oad f'ompany. 




5iri. Johnstown Chamh 




on in ml 


The Belt Tdephon 


e Company. 




r»I*i. M. A. N'aah 


Inadetiufttn 


Bchcdiile 


T*. 


brancli. 




Kastom Pennaylva 


ia Railwaya Co. 





Coal Castle 



617. Board of Health. Glennlder Bor- Healing of ci 
ongh, 



I'hiladelphjn Rapid Transit Co., 
Rbnthern I'mnsytvanin Traelinn Co. 



Ijocntion of ii 



Regntalion 



llean on llie Main 
from Bradford, 



riling loading of milh. 



51«. P. V. IIolTy Tfp 

Pennsylvania Rnilrnad ('ompany. 

519. Walter P. I.eedora 
Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 

520. Levan H. Brehm 
Philadelphia & Readinc Itailway Co. 

521. Fred L. Castor StoriiKc diaist's on Itagguse. 
Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 

522. W. H. Coi & Company Excessive swilfliing charee. 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co. 

(>23. D. N. Slianaman Train oonnection at Harrisburs to Read- 

va. inc on Penna, R. R. trains from the 

pfailadelphia ft Reading Railway Co. West. 
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ri24. RoIjI. M. Wiltonj! OvpivlinrBf on wafiun Hliiiijied ftoiu Had- 
VB. nor (0 Wolfwblli^. 

Pennnylviinia nnilmiicl ( Wipany. 

't'Sj, John I''. MilfB ruKNCiiser Irair Hcri-icT from towns in 
V8. wcslpra part of Krie (.'minly to Eric, 

Ijikc Slion. & Michiuan Southprn IVunn. 
Kailwa.v Com]inuy. 

r.LIJ. Iliirvcy (Joiirley, H at, I^wiiiiim ijf nDKsi'niipr siatiim niiil aji- 
V8. liroadiPK iliprflo. 

I'liiladHjiliin & HcH.iins Railway Co. 

r,-27. fitiipns ot SEiddli'Iiiivu In re oor wrviw. 

O'ulral IVnusylvanin Trat-tion Co. 

7i'2S, Elk TanuiiiR ('um[niny l^X1Tsmvc^ ratp, orprchRi'gi' uti ^ihiiimpnt 

I'cDQiiylvaDta Railroad Company. 

r,-»X Frank Frohlich Im-ffii-tftit ^-nU-v m Jobnstuwn & licrlin 

Ballimor.' & Ohio Railroad Co. 

nm L. 0. Waid SlopifiOF of tmin No. 23 at Woodlawn. 

I'ittHhiirK & I^kp Eric Itnilroad Co. 

c;(l. M. C. Ihlwnjr Train oonnodions at Etlairsvillc Inlcraeo- 
VH. tion cansinB dptay in delivery ot per- 

AdnniB E.^prcMM Company. iKiiaWe exprpHK matter. 

532. Sloekton W. Jones Condition of earn, Inadecjiiate schedule 
VR. on line to DoylcKlo«(i. 

I'liifadcljihiii Rapid TranKJl Co. 

•v'KJ, CtliKenn of riysRcM, renna., InadiiniBte Kdiliun fai^ililics. 



XM. The relrolcnin Telephone CoiniHiny .Mlciied .liseriiiiinal 
vs. l«.riocl of free ser 

Tbi- II<>II Tdcplioni- < 'iniipuny. em. 



r>:iu. Jolinslowii T<^li-pliunc Compiiny Alle;.'<'<l .li^iiiiiin.ili.in in Ei-anlint: n 
\». pcrkHl ..f friT scivi.-.' lo new «nb«erib- 

'ITie Bell Telephone Cixnimny. en.. 

zm. J, N. Clover Kate on thirty i.oiiiid 'an of milk, Virks- 

Adamx Expremt Company 

.-,37. Employes of V. S. Navy Vanl Kerviee lo Navy Yard. 

I'hiladclphiu Rapid Transit Co. 

Digitized byGOOgle 
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XVi. It.-Hi'li-nL-< of t'nirvLpw Twp., York KriMtimi of dhshi'Iir'T elation nt Marsb 

I'uiiniy, Kim. 

Korthprn (Vniral ItHilwiiy Co. 

■'hKI. W. It. Skiuhle I'tiKiifi' ujifrntiotiH of trnitiH nnil dan(cr- 

VH. HUM miiiroarhcs lo smiiiiii nt Wood- 

I'lllfburBli & 1-Hkp Krii. Itniluny t'u. Inwii, IViina. 

mi. U. M. Fry IWii.*nl to i»siip iinnafiTs. 

RMiilins Trniisit Compnny. 

.-.-(1. rH.-k L.imln-1- MHtiiiffic'iiiriua Co. Ari..!riHl Mccssivi. riwitoliin!; oliars*'. 

Ij-hlsli A'nilcy I{iiilr<in<1 Comiiany. 

.•r4'J. Kltim J. Riii'kley Mpilm-I of liplniiia eni^ on Hie Cerman- 

vs. -own and ClifHiimt Hill liranihpn. 
CMiiinylvaLin Kaili'uatl Company. 
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REPORT OF CASES CLOSED 1910. 



WILLIAM H. TEAS vs. BALTIMORE AND OHIO RAILROAD 
COMPANY, BUFFALO, ROCHESTER AND PITTSBURGH 
RAILWAY COMPANY. 



TLe comtilainant sec. forth id liis complaint (hat he had fregiu 
travel between Ridgway and Mcyersdnle, PeiiD. ; that MeyerHdiile in on the Ball!' 
mori' Sc Oliio Rnilroail and the luoxt convPDienl roiile to ICiilguii.v is via Pilts- 
burgb and the BulTalo, Rocliester & Pittsburgh Railway, an (he latter road usee 
the Baltimore & Ohio slation in Pitrsliurgh ; that comptiiiiiant Is always pro- 
vided with mileage for botit roads but tlie baggage ugealH refuse' lo checll the 
baggage through unless n through tioket is bought. This mi-essilateB a delay in 
Pittsbun-h to rrchiK^k (he ba|;»;ngo aud an the couneclioiis art- I'losi' the ('oinplaiiiHiit 
14 frequently compelled lo niiHH one of the Lwo daily trains on the Itulfalo, Roches- 
ter aud Pittsburgh and not inCregui'utly baa had lo remain in I'ittsbiirgh over 
night. 

The ItulTalo, Rochester & PilUhurgh llnilwoy Company of n-s|jundrnl ia an- 
swer to the abiive i:iiuiiilaiiil advJM.il the t'omiiiissiim that llieir httugHKr ai;enla 
have not heretofore bei'n peniiilted. under Iheir (aritTa, to c-hwk ImBsage beyond 
the lines of their Cuinimuy on cumbluation lieketx, whieh would mean two 
mileage liokcts, but that inul i-urtions have been issued aullioriKin); Ihe agents |a 
do so, whit-h will doulitlens satisfy the coiuplaiul. 

The Ballimori- & Ohio Railroad Company on faiUirf lo file sumelent answer 
was advised that tlie followius rH:ommendation was made by tlie t-umruisaiou: 

RBCOMMRNDATION. 
"That any tickets wliiHi entitle the passenger to first class |Ki«sage 



Ion as to form a through roi 
is baggage checked through t 
1 cheiki'il <ju a jiiiiil Ihrmi^-li 



INDIVIDUAL CAR OWNERS ASSOCIATION vs. THE RAIL- 
ROADS. 



The Individual Car Owners Afts'M-lnti.m, nn i>iTani7,nti.in .-omimsed of owners 
of private cars and haviog nifmbers all over Ihe United States, including sueh 
cities as Pittsburgh, RnUimori', Cleveland, Detroit, Cincinnati, I«uiBviHe, St. 
Louie, Chicago, Denv>-r and San Francisco advised the Commission that a num- 
ber of Its ineiubers owning' ean: and cilizeus of (he Stale of Pennsylvania, deelred J 
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to submit certaiD questiona affecting Ibeit interest ae owaers of cais used in the 
transportation of coat mined, colie produced and oil reSoed at tbeir own mines, 
oveua and refineries. 

These questions alTectiog tlie eamingE, the use and abuse, damage and rcpaire, 
and tbe control of tbe cars which they own, that said Association bas vainly 
asked for reliff from Tsrious railroad associationB and, under date of December 
30th, 190S, aaiied for relief from the Americau Railways Association but so far 
ivithout even a reply ; that at tbe last annual meeting at Detroit, Michigan, Decem- 
ber 7tb, 1900; tbe Executive Committee, by unanimous resolution, instructed its 
oflicera to submit tbe queHtions in dispute to Ihe Inlersiaie CummercB I ,'uiu mission 
and to tlie various State Railroad Commissions for their bearing and judgment, 
and requested to have a hearing arranged to be held before the Commission, rela- 
tive to the use and abuse of private cars. 

SuiMequently a bearing was held before tbe Commission and testimony talien, 
tbe complainant being represented by V. B. Ward, President: John B. Frost, 
'2ud Vice President; Robert J. Bailey, Secretary; William P. McUraw, James 
Mines, Robert Mitchell, C. A. Buch, and John Jenkins, and there was sIho 
present, in hehalf of the American Railway Association, Artliiir Ilaie, K.°q. 

After careful consideration, the Secretary of the Individual Ciir Uwuits Associa- 
tiun wa^ advised by Ibe Commission that it was difficult to si'c iiow any action 
by this Commission con be either very efficient or sufficient in promoting their 
desires. 

In the first place, tbe membership of the Association, and prcsumolily tbi^ir 
interest in and practice of tbe use of individual cars, e.xtends ovt-r a lurgf part of 
tbe United Stales, whereas Hie Commission's jurisdiction is limited to llie State 
of rennsylvanin. It is, therefore, impossible for ony action by tlie tlomiuissiou 
to affect more than a minority of the members. 

Again, some, perhaps many, of the Pen usy Ivan in members use tbeir cnrK in 
interstate service, when also they would be lipyoud Ihi' jurisdiction of fhf Ccim- 
mission. And, very possibly, when the cars are employed l.y the owhits in 
strictly intrastate business, yet the railroads may, f<ir their own use, I'lirry 
them beyond (he state lines, in which ciise the cuiili'ol uiid cimiiKiisalion Wi>iild 
again be outside of this juisdictlon. 

And, while tbe Act creating this Commission confei's upon it the right and 
power to inquire into tbe "use and compensation for cars owned or controlled by 
persons other than the carrier" and to "determine wbut is a reusunuble charge, " 
yet it is tbougbt that by "(he use'' ia meant not the character of the U9i< and care 
uf such cars, hut rather the principle and the policy of tbeir use, and the exeut 
thereof, so that tbe action of tbe Commission is practically restricted to recom- 
mendations regarding such policy and (u the coiupcusation to be allowed for the 
use of Bucb cars. So far as the mere question of compensation is concerned, the 
underBtanding is that the individual car owners are practically satisfied with that 
now allowed, and that the real grievance is over the charges made by the railroad 
companies for repairs, which is a question Ibis Commission cannot deal wilb at 
all. The fact of every repair and of tbe reasonableness of the charge therefor, 
when controverted, are matters which only a cimi't can determine, in the absence 
of an agreeement othenvise. And if there be such an agreement and its terms are 
violated, a court must enforce it. 

It is also, no doubt the fact that practical uniformity in all matters respecting 
tbe use and regulation of individual cars is a great desideratum and varying 
rale* of compensation and of rules conlvolliuu tbe use of these cars iu Uie several 
Slates would but further complicate Ibe situation. For Ibis reason It is thought 
that the most effective courae to pursui' In iinjirove present conditions i.* to apply to 
the luteratate Commerce CommisHioD, whose jurisdiclion extends over the whole , 
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country, and nliosp action houIiI lii- so lar.'rl.v ppr«iinsivp in tlie Rpvcrnl Btnlps Hs 
to induce [be lorul tribunals to prnclirally follow ii. hu<I iIilih iinifomiit.T wouM 
bi- secured in both JnlpnilBte and intrastate tianapurtatioD. On the other hand, 
there is lianlly any |>0SHibi1ily that any aetiun taken hy a Stale CuiuiuisBiun would 
Ih' highly ivKanleil by tin- National (.'uiniiiUHiun, if even l>y that of any other 
stale; hnt the pTObability in Uiut enc-h Biaie would In: inllnenciil hy local interpBts 
and couditiunH as to provide different niles nnd ri'miliiliims in each stale. 

][ the individual car owners of tbin Klale di>Hiri' the t'mniniwiun to in<iiiire 
into "the use and com i)enHn lion" far ears owned l.y ilieni, and will file n iwtilion 
to that eflTei-t, Betllnx forlli tlieri'in s|).'c-iti<'nlly tin- imrticninr inaltent to lie so in- 
(|iiired nliout, etc., and llie niiines of the r-ommon cnrnem of tlie Slat« interested 
and concerned tliPtTln, IhiK < 'onimiiwion will, atiei- dtie nulire to sm-b carriers, 
jiron'Ml in tlie reeniar way lo make HniJi inquiry. 

Tlie coni|ilainnnl artviseil Hie CniumlKKiun of tiie filinc of cujnidaint before the 
Interstate ('ommerce ('omiuisHiou 01 Wnshinfitun , and Ihe <-omp1aiDt before this 
CommisBlon wna, rlierefore, dismissed. 



LEWIS M. SHAFER vs. ADAMS EXPRESS COMPANY, 
WELLS FARGO AND COMPANY EXPRESS. 



The complainant alleued i-aii'less handling of live stock on the part of the 
Adams Kxpn>Hii ('i>m|>nny, and excessive i-hiirKe [or shipment of ecfis from Harls- 
lonn lo Avail, i Hie part <if Welia l-'ar^n) & Company Express. 

After nn iDveslij-nlion of the ™ni]iluini hy the Cornmissioii and correspondence 
with the complainnnl and resjiondenls, the Wells Fartco A ('onipany Kxpn'ss 
satiaRed that |)oriion of ilie <iiniplHint. which arosi' hy reason of llieir having 
ehargi^d more than ilie i.iiiilisbeil inriff, on the Khipnient n-ferred to, hy making 

So tar HM Ihe [iroiier i-iire of livi- stock in transit was 'imcerned, ihe complainant 

cnrryiuB (.'omiiauy in lliis rcaaiil, liis ii'medy is al taw and not wilhin the 
jnrisilietion of Ilie ComnilHsiiin. Caw markeil chistnl. 



FERDINAND KOENIG, SECRETARY. GERMAN-AMERICAN 
REPUBLICAN LEAGUE vs. PHILADELPHIA RAPID 
TRANSIT COMPANY. 



('«liii>l.iilir «ns ninili. I.v ili<. rDllowms rt's..liiliiiii n<lo|il.Hl by the GenMa- 

.:„)b,C.OOglC 
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'■Whepens: Tlip mrs of Uio Fox i'Uatu- hhiI CJirniHUIcHvn nivisinn 
of tlip rhiladplpliin I{ti|iiil TrHniiit C'oiiiiikii.v mo JDliiiniHucly nnd 
Iwastl}- ovpriTowiinl , HncI Wlir^ivii'i; itiiphIi'iI iiruii'iit have liail no 
effpi't in bPtWring this ili-iiloniliii' (Ninditioii. 

'"riierptoTv: lie it ICmvilvcd tliat h-p iirotmtt t<i tlii- Stub- Railruuil 
rommiHRion of thJK ilisi:nir<>fu] i-onilitKin ns U'lns prpjiicidiul tii 
Ibp health and niurnla of (lie iMtrons anil ileniand immediate relief 
anil emphatically condemn the usiniue manaKpnient fur iCif wilful 
neglect to furoixh proper at-commodatiun," 

Id reply the respondoiit advlHoiI the ( 'ittniiiisNlon that the (lertnnutuwii scn'ice 
is ample and ibe I'urs are ailii|iiale liolh in iiiiiiilier and size; tlint it i" no doubt 
true that Ihew c-iirg ace oviTcriHvded iii iiTtain liimrw Imi ihiit nii trnnKportation 
company has ever lieen able In j-ive a Bi'Wt to every |m»i<enBer at (hone hoiin of 
the day when aeveral hundred thousand [Hiiple siarl In liiivH hi ibe some direelion. 

On (he I'ox Chnse Divisiun aooinmudu linns an- adiiriiat" ii|> lu n <-<'rlain |K>iDl, 
beyond that the tratlit; in uol aiiBieieiit lo n-nrrant erealer Henjce Ihan in now 

ThiH complaint nan referred lo Ihe experts of ibe (Vmiuiiwion in eonnpctloii 
with the cumplnint of llie ICvniitiu Tvleuriipb of I'hiiarl'lphin , .'I at. 



Ko. 357. 

WALTER W. ROACH vs. PHILADELPHIA RAPID TRANSIT 
COMPANY. 



The complainant dimleil the atlention of the ComniJKsiim to tbe form of so- 
called "Fay-AVithin" cam opemled hy Ihe n<H|KindenC t'ompnny, whrreby the 
IHlBseDeerx are liH'keil in the earn by slidiiiE dijom eoalrulled by meebanieal de- 
vices moved only by air ]>n'HHnre, ^wttinic forth that in <niKe of aeeident or mishap 
to this mei'hani(.-al conllivanri' or tin failure to ivork, the iHiaaenKeiH imprisoned 
wilhiti the ears are nt^abte lo eKi-aiie and aiv eouse<|uently in danger due to panie : 
nlxo as to what rifirhtfnl authority has ever hi>en fciven or oonid [wssibly be given 
to any public service corporation to loi-k pi-ople in eara in such a manner, 

Jd answer the respondent advisml the t'ommiasion, hi'IIiuk forth that Iheir 
mechanical deparlment is now instnllim; iin enier,;ency npiwinitus by means of 
which the air presBure operatine the iloors of these cars i-an lie instantly relieved, 
niahinit it possible to oijen the duora by hand, uilbout iv'jpird to the pneumatic 
control. 

This complaint was turned over to the Coaimliwions experts in connection with 
the case of the Philadelphia Kvenms Telegraph, et al. 
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STALNAKER IRON COMPANY vs. PITTSBURGH CAR DE- 
MURRAGE BUREAU. 



The ramplainant ConpaD; advised tbat claim had been inedp oa rcBpODdeot for 
refiiod of lialf cur service on four cars shipped from Carnegie, PeoDH., baadled bj 
tbe Baltimnre & Ohio nt Yoimcstown . Ohio. 

The ( 'nniTnission advised tbe complainant thnt the siibjeit of elaim, beioe a 
matter of inleratitte business, ia without the Jurisdiction of Ihia Commisiion, and 
the oase wna dismissed. 



Ho. 359. 

MRS. M. A. BOWEN vs. PHILADELPHIA RAPID TRANSIT 
COMPANY. 



Thi* comrilainnnt nlleKi-d insuffirient service on the lladdinjilon line of cars op- 
ernled by the I'hitndelphin Rnpid Trnneit Company, also that Ihe same were not 
heated Up 10 0:30 or 10:00 A. M. 

The respondent answering said complaint set forth thai for a lancer part of 
(heir route the streets covered by Ihe lladdincton care have also the cars of another 
line; the headway on (he Haddington cars is six minutes during Ihe rush hours 
and eiglit minutes during the middle of tlie day; the I.ansdowne cars, covering Ihe 
aame mute, run on the same headway so thai tliere is a car every three minutes 
during the rush bour and every four minutes in the middle of Ihe day; tbe service 
is ample to take cars of the traffic of Ihese tines. 

It is quite posKil'le tlint cimplainnut may hove wailed for an hour for a ear, but if 
(his happened it ivas due to a block down town, wliich may have been a mile or 
more away from the point mentioned, 

A copy of the answer of the respondeni was sr>iit (o Oie <'"iiiplniiianl and in the 
ahnener of any further communication tbe case iva.s dixMiissed for want of prosecu- 



A. C. OSBURN vs. PITTSBURGH AND LAKE ERIE RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 



A complaint was made to the Oommta.<ion by a resident of the town of Aliquippa, 
stating tbat tbe station facilitiea at that place were in a very bad condition; that 
it contained only one waiting room. 



No. 27. PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. SB 

Hie complaint was joined jd by Mr. George A. Hoffman, PrMident of tbe Town 
Council, who filed cocrespondence with the reapondent Company, which eet fortb 
that the respondent desired that the Borough vacate cerlain streets tor tbe pur- 
pose of enabling the respondent to make such improvements as it desired, aod 
that in return the respondent would cooatruct a station, thereby providing the 
necessary facilities desired. 

Th« Gommiaaion was advised by Ihe respondent that the necessary action bad 
been taken to at once start the construtcion of s 50 foot freight room on the 
north end of tbe present slation. As soon ss this is completed it will release tho 
room now used for package freight, which can be converted into a men's waitine 
room, which will in lum release the general waiting room and make the same 
available for the oiclnaive use o( women. 

This action wiis ili>emed ndvitmble as a iciniioriir)' iiirnsurc, pending adjust- 
ment by the Borough Council on the new and larg''!' iinssenger lay-out , which 
has been delayed by reaaoo of their insbility to viii-n(c certain streets which 
exist only on paper. 

The Commission, after inFormine the complainnDt that respondent bad sdviaed 
that steps had been taken to relieve [he conditions eouiplatned of, the complaint 
wBH marked dismissed. 



EAST McKEESPORT BOARD OF TRADE vs. THE PENN- 
SYLVANIA RAILROAD COMPANY. 



By its president, the East McKoesport Hoard of Trade made cotiiplainl that 
the majority of the citi^cus of ttint plaee are employed at Wllmercling, ICast 
Pitlsburg and Pitcaim and arc obliged in going to and from their work to use 
the defendant's lunnet at Wilmerding ; that said tunnel is always in a damp and 
insanitary condition, very poorly lighted and entirely luo small to properly care 
for the thousands that must pass through it in the space of a few minutes during 
the morning, noon atid rush hours; that the steps leadioe iuto said tunnel and 
out of it are quite'steep and conanjucntly dangerous, especially during the winter 
season, the tunnel in question affording the only legitimate means for getting 
to and from tbe pnsijenger tracks of the defendant Coupauy, and moreover, these 
passenger tracks are removed n eonsidecable distance from the passenger station, 
which latter tact proves a great lemptation to laany to avoid tbe tunnel entirely 
and resort to the dangerous eipedient of crossing the freight tracks and jumping 
the fence separating the freight tracks from the passenger tracks. 

la answer (o tbe above complaint, respondent advised the Commission that 
this tunnel was huilt in 1003 for the iiceommodation of their patrons and, in 
consequence of a verbal arrangemi'nt with the Westinghuuse Air Brake Compaoy, 
also for the accommodation of its employees. 

The floor of the tunnel is several fer^t below the bed ct Turtle Creek and the 
water which accumulates in the tunnel flows into a sump, out of which it is 
pumped, except when the water in Turtle Creek is so high as to put the tunnel 



iu>;ic 



30 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE Off. Doc. 

mil of sprvitc. Thi- >-[Ma in lifti'i-ii fi'i't, wliiHi ivns ihiHiBliI nl Hip limp rlip 
liianel WBH liiiill, auiiili' IhiHi Tui tlic iiuCroUH i>t tlit^ milrciH'l c-umpsDy and lh« 
cinpluyeea ot tlio air brake I'oiniMiny, anil ia believed to Ix' niniili- at lln; invKent 
tiiup. 

The steps refei'rwl to in tlie eoiiiplBint nre oC the uhuhI kind in prnwenKer 
tiinnpln, havin;:!: n (t-inrh rise and a ll}-lnrh iread, which is believed lo be enlireijr 
HHfe anci aclpquate. Tlie sl&irwny lendinR from the tuanp) to the Hlntion platform 
U a feet wide, which is the nxiial widtli. However, it is expi'eted within the next 
few nirmthx, ill connoetion willi othpr imt>r<jvemi-nrH. tn im-ri'iiKe tliix width lo Kl 
feel. The liehline of the tunnel has not lieon allufli'lher Kalisfaetorj'. Reri'nlly 
hy tlio use of while iiaint on Ihi^ roof, iimditionH hnvo mnti-rially improvml, tinil 
it ix pcKWible that by the use of 'I'lincHTen lanijis the tiehtine may be xtill fiirlher 
improved, and this will be fciven Ihe neeesmry ulteution. 

The dalnpneRs complained of is iinnvoidable on arcount of the faet thnt tbe 
hinnel is localed below the water level of Turtle Creek. However, the tnnnel in a 
hiichway, not n waiting room, and there wouhl seem to be no juNt Erotinil for rom- 
plaint on a<-eonnt of [Inrnpness other than would apply to a sidewalk or street. 

Alteniiun is esllcd to l!ie faet that n>sideniK of P'ast McKeespott deKirinjt to 
i-eni'h tlie works of the WeslinBhonse Air Ilrake r«uipuiiy liiiii- two other nieans 
of aecomplishinK thnt objeet. There U n viaduct acruss the railroad compHDy'H 
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sciiK'-r Irseks at this point, with an additional island platfunn, which will, of 
conrse, ncf'essitalc an additional entrance |o Ihe imincl. thus dividiiie the traHic, 
which shonld result In improviil condilious. 

The pnBsi-ncer station was liH'nIeil on the soiiili side of the tracks because then* 
was no iilher ttriiiind available, ns Ihere is noi siiHicient room on Ihe ri|:hl of 
way of the <'oin|uiny to consinici a Ktalion im Ihe north side of their tracks, anil, 
as Doteil nbuve. the air brake works have ImildiiiKH quite close to nud north of 



pnlilic as a whole. 

I'lsm r«eipl of the answer of the resiMnidciit -■oinimny 
vised the Commission that the careful and sincere e:iph 
respondent and Ihe diligont elTorts the respondent comtiniij 
effectinB improvements, were satisfactory. 

The case was marked closed. 
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PENNSYLVANIA STATK RAILROAD COMMISSION. 



EAST McKEESPORT BOARD OF TRADE vs. PITTSBURGH 
RAILWAYS COMPANY. 



The Bast McKepsport Board of Trade of East McKeesport, PenDBylvaoiB, an 
association at cUizeDa oi^oiz^ for the purpose of improving and developing local 
coQditioiu and interests, filed before the Commission a complaint relative to the 
passenger service afforded bj the Pittsburgh RaiiwHys Compan; between Glass- 
port and Wilmerdlng, setting forth that the respondent company runs upon the 
aforesaid line antiquated snd filthy cars; that the mnjority of East McKeesport's 
citizens are employed at McKeesport on the one side and Wilmerding and East 
Pittsbui^h OD th^ other and are al)Bolutely dependent npon the Pittsbtirgh Rail- 
ways tor transportation facilities into and out of their Borough; that the service 
during the morning and evening rush hours is entirely inadequate to properly 
care for the traffic and dangerous overcrowding is a natural result, pasaengera 
standing on the rear fender rather than take chances of a long wait for a car 
on which they can find a seat or even comfortable slnnding room. Formerly the 
Railways Company allowed passengers (o occupy the front vestibule during the 
rush hours but upon the promulgation of your Commission's most excellent order 
respecting this practice the capacity of the cars was necessarily cnrtailed to a 
considerable desree with no appreciable increase in ihe number of cars to com- 
pensate for the reduction in carrying capacity. The conditions cited with reference 
to overcrowding have recently been the cause of several incipient riots at the 
Wilmerding terminus by reason of passengers filling up the front vestibule and 
the motorman refusing to start hia car until the platform was cleared. 
The respondent answering said complaint, set forth that: 

"The Pittsburgh Railwsys Company Is not running antiquated or 
filthy cars through the Borouah of Kiist McKeesport, the averace 
BiTP of thp cars being twelve years and they aro kopt in clean con- 
dition. The cars used on this line are the standard single truck 
type of car such as la used elsewhere thmtighnut the City. 

The Company is running a fifteen minute headway schedule on 
the line throughnut Ihe greater portion of the day as needed and at 
the lime when the works of the Weatinehouse Air Brake Company 
are closing additional trippers are operated, three of which arrive 
at the works as Ihe men arc coming out, and another a few minnten 
thereafter. These cnrs are sent away from that point, as closely 
together as is ennsislent with safety in view of the long Wilmerding 
Hill Chat has to be ascended. 

"It is understood that recently the Westinghouae Air Brake Com- 
pany has been working their employees overtime and the Railways 
Company has mit been advised as to when this overtime is worked, 
or when it will cease for the evening, and it is impossible for the 
Railways Company to have a sufficient regular service to take care 
of the men who are working overtime as well aa those working regu- 
larly, and with erratic traffic condition it is almost impossible to 
provide a service that will be satisfactory and determine when cars 
are needed. 

"Thronehout the month of January the weather conditions through- 
out the City have been wors" from the view point of street car opera- 
tion, than for a great man.v .vcar^. and so many cars have become 
crippled through these weqther conditions that the service has been 
greatly delayed and irreciilnr on account of this condition of the cars. 

"As to the so-called incipient riots referred to In the complaint, we 
would suggest that these were due to the innistence of too many 
passengers getting on the first car that came along, not being willing 
to wait. The care are sent away from the Works of the W^-tTn-^ 
house Air Brake Company nt intervals of approximately three 
at the time the men are leaving the works- 
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After due <X)Dsi(lcration uE the complaint ani] nnswer, tbe Cut 
in iDSpecttoa to be made, and a(lris«d the rt'Bi)i)ni]cnt that: 

"nespondent Bhoulil make ti|>wial effort to lie ooi-urately informed 
as ti> lliu liour ur lioiira wliOD t'miiloyi-eii of the Wesliiighoiise plaal 
ore likely lo be relieved, an tliiit the nw.'esnary tripper tnnt ma U 
iinivide^l for their iiniininiodulion , und tliat nuutlier trijiiHT (iir ui 
' 9.r>ri 1*. M., in nikliiioD to iIhihi' already pruvidHi nt that boiir, 
would aid iiuiteriully iu relievio); the conKeslion. The t.'ominiii 
aioD, tliereforc, reeuuimendH llmt said CuniiNiny take tlieHc . 
at om-e to meet the demands nbieti lire not put iiiiun that pun 
their systpui. 

It is to be notiHl tlint the iiiHiKH'tion at the CiiniiulKiiiua was made 
durlns tiie o|ie»ttion of the Kumiiier s'.-lieilule nud alravc reeomuieudo- 
tion is baseil u|)on ifuch o|H<ratiou, allliunsli llie ii>m|i1aiiit was 
oritjinally Unjiieht to the altenliou of the 4'ommis«ion dnriuc liie 
winter, and it is reasonable lo Kiipposp tliat stmie of the coui^itioos 
eomplained of are the miult of thp ciimparatirely inadequate eijiii[>- 
ment, uusatisfaelory weather, and operating conditions then pre- 
vail iiiff. 

"It is tbe hope o[ the ('ommisHion that your <?ompany iu iirovid- 
InR for the handling of the tmiric on Ibis Divit<iuu next winter, will 
nntieiimte mim> ifeurly tbe RHpilri'menlit uf your (uitmns nud that Ihe 
HiTvici' will bi' I'lirnvpuuiliut.'ly iiupiuvi'd as eumixirt'd with tlie optra- 
lions of last winti>r. 

The reHpoudent and euuip1ni[inut nilviKe<l Hie Commission Ibat Hic n-eomi 
liuns as set forlb in thi' opinion uf tho i'ommissiou, Und bivn carried out 
the case was marked closed. 



GABRIEL H. MOVER vs. PHILADELPHIA AND READING 
RAILWAY COMPANY. 
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PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. 



G. E. KAISER vs. PHILADELPHIA AND READING RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 



The complainant allegnl iliKproporiiou nud iliscriminiition in the [uissi'nBor 
lariE on the Betlilcbpin braach of the Pliiladelpiiia & Itcadiag Railway, and 
at an illiisiration stutvd that Le had ot'cnsiou to travi't from (ilensidc (u I><iylcH- 
towD and return. At <ili'nBi<Ic he was infoiiiifd by tlie Aeent of the Company 
that return tickets were nut i!old from Ihnt stiitiou. lie, Iben'fure, piirehaeed s. 
one-way ticket fur TO cents, lie complained tlint if tic hnd gone from the 
Terminal in I'liilndelpbiii. trnvcllins 14.0 miles further each way, he might have 
bcnxht an excumion ticket for one dollar. 

On his return trip be bouRlit a ticket from Doylestown to Edge Hill, one 
mile from titensidc, for .V> ceiilB and pnid a fare of ii cents on tiie train tn)m 
t^k-e Hill to Glenaide, (liiis aa\'ini:. he nllcKes, an additional 10 O'ntu on tbis 
(nrilf, which, acconling lo tbi; comphiinant, discriniiuateB flKflinst the people 
of Glenside. 

The Buawer of Ibe respondent to this complaint wax, that, wblle there is an 
nppflreut diKproiKirtion in the rail's iH'tween Itoylestoivn and Kdge Hill or Glen- 
side, it does not admit Ibat lliert^ is any discrimination in the iMisnenKer lurilf 
uu the Bethlt^iiem branch. The rali« are In all caKea within 3 renta per mile. 
The respond pnt further eviilaini'd that the rate from Doylc-stown to Glenside 
bad been kept "I "0 cents — the maximum per mile — in order lo deter trip pas- 
sensn'rs from endenvorine to make the combination with the trolley service from 
Glenside, or the ch<'ap commutation tntes from that point, which |>nsscQgerK 
could do if the trip rule between Doylestown and Glenside was on the same pro- 
portion as at Oretanil or Edge Hill. 

After considerable correspondence with the Commission, the respondent ei- 
presseil its unwillingness lo reiluec the rate between Glenside and Doylestown, 
but agreed- to adjiiBt the intermediate rates so us to, if pimsilile, avoid (he apparent 
Inequality that was originally coniiilnin'il of by Mr. Kaiser. The ri'duccd rates be- 
came effeclivu April 1ki, 1tltO, and the coinplnlnant advised the Commission that 
they satisfii-d the complaint. 



C. W. ARNY & SON vs. PHILADELPHIA RAPID TRANSIT 
COMPANY. 



Tbe complainanlH alleged that, due to the methods by which the Philadelphia 
Itnpid Transit Cumpnny is discbiirging its ii1iIiuMlion^< M lb:' imblic. in ilie Ciiy 
of Pbiladclpbia, the very inferior service rendered is not only eansing a lai^e 
timouDt of suffe^ng and inconvenience and loss of time to the citizens, but \a seri- 

^^-"»» ,,C.c)oqIc 
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oheI; restricting tbe city in ita normal gtuwth and JntcrFeriDg with the vslue of 
real estate situated away from its centre, and formulaied the folluwins com- 

"FIRST: The time schedule is uanecessarily slow, the discipline 
of ttie empioyes is bad aad they are utterly indifferenl to aay obliga- 
tion to DiainiaiQ even thla very slow schedule. 

"SECOND: The cars are run loo far apart, especially the Irunk 
lines, resultiug in crowding far beyond the capacity of the cars and 
beyoud also the [>oint of decency. 

"THIRD: The cars an cold and badly ventilated. 

"FOURTH : The service on the elevated road is utterly inadequate 
to tbe demands placed upon it. Trains of fonr cars only during rush 
hours, are incapable of caring for ibe public. 

"FIFTH: The provisions for passengers at transfer points is 
utterly inadequate. 

"That this complaint is made because as mauufnciurers comptaiuls 
are seriously iuconvicnced in their business nnd believe the value of 
their real estate holdiuda ia impaired, also oii behalf of the employees 
who lose time aud are necessurily irregular in aiicndaucc and who , 
sutler diacorafort by the very inferior facilities offered for transiiurta- 

"The conditions complained of have been much aggrnvatpd by the 
bad weather existing duritiR the last three weeks, but inferior and 
nnsatisfactory service is cha rue I eristic of this corporation as well in 
good weather as In bad." 

The Commission requested the complainants to particularly designate the points 
of transfer where the facilities are not adequate, on what lines the cars are 
not heated and on what tinea occur the interference l)etween cars. 

In the absence of any further communication on the part o£ the tomplalnanls, 
the case was dismissed for want of proaeculion. 



No. 366. 

DR. F. H. MACFARLAND vs. PHILADELPHIA RAPID TRAN- 
SIT COMPANY. 



Complainant directed the attention of the Commission lo the sale of exchange 
lickels by the I'hiladelphia Rapid Transit Companj, alleging that the sale of 
these tickets should either be stopped or conductors should be instructed lo cash 
them or receive them as fare for a rjde after the lime indicated by the punch 
had expired, for the following reasons: 

The Company cannot and has not fulfiliod its obligation lo give the holder 
transportation over the roiilc indicated by the exchange since ChriBtmas day, 1909. 
Ry selling these exchanges the Company is getting money by false pretenses, as 
it cannot give the ride aa the exchange calls for. It stands ready to redeem these 
exchanges if tbe holder pays two cents postage to deliver a three-cent escabnge to 
Its office at 8th & Dauphin Streets, ur takes it there in poison at the expense oE 
time and car fare. The Company is in possession of thousands of dollars received 
from the sale of these exchanges which are never used and which it costs so much 
ill money and time to get redeemed. 

Respondent advised the Commission that it would be impracticable on account 
of tba opportunity for abuses that would arise to permit conductors to recelTo 
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expired exchanges at a valuation ot three cents. That it ie not true , as stated by com- 
[ilaiDant, that the Company has failed to fulfill ita obligation to the buyers of 
exchangee. It may iiappen occaBionnlly that an eichanse expires before it is 
used, through no faali of the passenger, but the arraugements for the redemption 
ot the exchanges are exactly the snnie as prevnil on eiery railroad. That reBpond- 
eut Company has offices in the I^aud Title Buildiog as well as at 8th & Dauphin 
Streets, where exchanges may be redeemed at any lime, and as a matter of 
fact the Company redeems thousands of unused exchanges every year ; that if 
the conductors were allowed to turn in expired exchanges as the equivalent 
of three cents cash, here would be every incentive tor conductors to accumulate 
these expired eichauges and substitute them for cash actually received. No rail- 
road, either steam or electric, can permit conductors to act as cashiers with 
respect to expired tickets. 

The complainant was advised of the answer of the respondent and of the fact 
that offices were maintained for the redemption of unused exchanges and the 
case was dismissed. 



H, G. FRAUNFELTER vs. PHILADELPHIA AND READING 
RAILWAY COMPANY. 



Complaint was made lo the Commission regarding the unnecessary delay in 
lowering gales at Ihe railroad erossing at Molirsville, on the line of the Phil- 
adelphia & Reading Railway. 

The attention of the respondent Company was directed lo Ihis matter and they 
were asked lo instruct the gate-keeper to pay more altenCJon to the traveling 
public on the highway desiring to cross the railroad at this point. 

The respondent advised the Commission that a defect in the mechaniam of the 
gates existed at the time of llie filing of the complaint but thai the same liad 
been correclal and (hnt llic cause ot the cuinplaini had been rpmoved. 

Complaint was, therefore, dimnissetl. 



WALTER P. MAGUIRE vs. PHILADELPHIA AND READ- 
ING RAILWAY COMPANY. 



Complaint was mailo against the respondent Compnny for the unreasonable 
and exorbilant charge for the transfer of four cnrtunds of coat, originally con- 
signed by the Rochester & Pittsburgh Coal fe Iron '"'ompany to the Central IroD 
& Steel Company. Ilarrisburg, Penoa. These cars upon reaching Marrisburg 
were placed by the respondent Company in their yard below the Elliott-Fishei - 
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Tyiwwrilpr Works. Upon tbe request of the Central Iron & Steel Company the 
cars were eliuated inio the Hnrriabur^ KoUing Mill Coui|)aDy's siding, which 
was practiciilly 3IXP j-anis west of where they were Btandinc. 

Tlia cliarge made by the respondent Company for Ihis seri'icc amounted to 
¥2.50 per ear. Had tlie curs been delivereil to the original consii^iee — the Central 
Iron &, Steel Company- — it would have been necessary to lake ihcm approiimotely 
one-half mile from the yard below the Elliott-Fisher Typewriter Works, and 
this service would have been rendcretl by the respondent Company on their original 
way bill. In other words, for the regular chari;c per ton from Ihc mines, which 
is $1.50 per gross ton. The complainant requeels that an onlcr for a refund ot 
¥10,00 be made in this case. 

The complainant, after having an interview with the CommisKion, advised that 
the four cans referred to in the complaint w<'re proftpretl for <lt> livery to the 
Central Iron ft Steel Cuiiipaiiy before they were plnenl on the I'hilnilelphia & 
Reading Railway Company's siding below the Elliott-Fisher Typewriter Worki, 
and in view of all the circumstances, the compiainnnt desircsl that be might with- 
draw bis complaint. 



JOHN S. SHEPPARD vs. PHILADELPHIA AND READING 
RAILWAY COMPANY, AND PENNSYLVANIA RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 



Complaint was innde recnnling the failure of the I'hiladelphia and Iteading 
Itnilway Company, of responiii'ut , to operate pnssentc<-r trains south of Durhy 
Creek on the I'hiladelphia niid Chester Itraneh of Ihe I't-nnsylvnnia Itailroad, which 
branch is under lease to ibe I'hiladelphia and Reading Railway Company, with 
Ihe restriction that they shall run no passenger Irains further soiilh on the 
same than Uarhy Crwk, wbith is about two niiles from Chester, which leaves 
the iHiMsenger end ot it so llint it do.'M not iiny; that they an! now running four 
trains a dny from Darby Creek to rhJla<le]phia and return wlicrc eight used to 
be operated both ways. 

The I'hiladelphia & Reading Railway Company, of respondent, in its answer 
sets forth that, In the first place, their Company has no continuous line of rail- 
road from the east side of the Schuylkill, in I'hiladelphia, lo Chester 

Begimiing in I'hiladelphia, there is tlic line of the Kebuylkill Utver East Side 
Railroad, held under lease by the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Cumimuy, and con- 
nifting the l*. & 11. sysii'iu at I'arN Junction with another part of that system 
at I-kslwick's, on the wew side ol the Schuylkill. Over the tracks of this toad, 
which pass thniiigh the station ynni at 21lh and Chestnut Streets, the P. & R. has 
very lluilted and resirieied rights under trnllic arrangements. From ICastwick's — 
or ralher from the tracks of the I'hiladelphia, nallimore & Washington Railroad 
at (irays Ferrj- and sonthwnnt Ihroiigh Ka si wick's— to Edd.vslone, north of Ches- 
ter, Ihe line ot railroad is uivnisl by the Philadelphia, Itallimore & Washington 
Itailroad Cumiiany but is held atid ojs'rated by the rhiladelphia and Itoadint; 
Railway Company under the terms oC a lease made July I, 1S7;(. by the Phil- 
adelphia, Wilmington & Ilnltimore Itailroad Company to the Philadelphia and 
Reading Railroad Company. I'rom ICdilyaConc southward the railroad is owned. 
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by the Chester and Delaware Itiver Itnilroail Comiwiny, a Bepnrate cortroration , 
all the capilal stock of whk-h is owned by Keartias Cumpnay, auil whose railroad 
in operated in coaaection with, and \e part of, the Heading Itailway System. 

This line between (irny'a JVrry and F^ldystone, so acquired by lease trom 
the P. W. & B. Railroad Company, was not intended for transportation of 
pa&seDRers beyuad its termini and. at tbe tliui.' of its actiuisition , could not prac- 
tically hare been made part of n route for passeoffer awocnmodation between any 
point tberwio, or beyond, and riiilndclphia. There was no obligation upon the 
k-ssee to carry passeniters beyond cither tetminus. 

In the early spventies, the then P. IV. & B. Railroad Company, under the 
Act «f ISO!), slraightetu'd and Improved its line between PLiladelphia and Chester 
and euuntnioted its existint; line. This It-ft on its hands the Ibe, uow operatHl 
by the I'll i la del phi a and Rending' Uiiilway Compuny, between Gray's Ferry and 
Fiddyslonc. This section so li'ft, the 1'. W. & It. was permill.il by law to hold and 
us« nutni'ithstanding the subslitution of the new route; and, inasmuch as its 
new route fully supplietl the meiins al lransi>ortation of freight and passengers 
between Chester and 1' hi lad el phi a nhich it was olditied to furnish, the P. W. & B. 
felt at liberty to dcvole Ihc ohi line to the limited or restrieteil use provided for 
in the said lease of July 1, 18T3. 

As it is tlie limitations and restrictions expressed in this lease which produce 
the difficulties, a copy was enclosed for the use of the Commission, and attention 
called to the second, third and fourth sectious thereof. 

AC tbe time of this acquisition, the Chester and IX'laware River Railroad was 
in progress of promotion or construction. There was no connection !>etwecn its 
lino ami that of the P. & R., but there was a connection at Gray's Ferry between 
the old P. W. & I(. Line, bo nc<!Uimi by the Philadelphia & Rcndlns Ruilroati . 
Cum|iany, and the line of the Junction Railroad, which latter road extended up 
the west side of the Schuylkill to Belmont Junction and there connected with the 
P. & R. at tbe west end of the old Columbia Itridec. 

At that time, the .itock of (he Junction Railroad Company, except a few 
shares issued to individuals, was owned and held by the Pennsylvania Railroad 
Company, the Philadelphia, Wilminicton & Italtimore Railroad Company and the 
Philadelphia & Readiug Railroad Company, in equal, or nearly equal, propor- 
tions. Subsequently (he Supreme Court of this State, by its judgment in a 
litiftated cose, practically deprive<] the Philadelphia and Reading of its use of 
its su|)posed right to use the tracks of tho Junction Railroad for (he interchange 
of freight traffic, (See Penna. R. R, Cn.'s Appeal. SO I'a. St. 21(5) and, accordingly 
when the line of the Baltimore & Ohio was projected from Baltimore to Phila- 
delphia, the P. & R. people nattirally sought a new relation. 

The P. & R.'s new relations with the B. & O. system make it nllogetber de- 
pendent upon the grace and farur of the B. & O. for the use of the latter's terminals 
at Philadelphia. In operating lietwci'u Ktldystone and the B. & O.'s 24th and 
Chestnut Streets station, the P. & R. is obliged to use an expensive part of the 
line of the B. & O from Kastwick's, west of the Si-hiiylkill, via the briilue 
across the Schuylkill, to the station. 

The connection is onerous and btirdensimie and the passenger traffic has alw'ays 
Iwen expensive and unremunenitive, even betni-en the points where, under the 
limitations mentioned in the lease referred to, the I'hiladelphia and Reading Itail- 
way company may carry passengers and receive the full revenue. 

It has been and is tbe opinion of the Oimpany that, under all these circum- 
stances — important among which is the alsence of a continuous line held in common 
ownemhip— and especially since public (rnvel between all points on the lino was 
amply providetl for by the P. B. & \V,'s new. straighleued and impr.iveil line, and 
Inasmuch aa ample nccominiHlai iims for all jiaHsenger traffic lietween rUiMib'i-.^iid , 

'' ■ ' ' ' cS 
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Pbiladclphia art afforded by the prtsfnt F. B. & Vf. and the B. & O., as well 
as by tbe trolley lines now in operation, the P. & R. company feels tbat it ougbt not 
to be — and cannot be — called upon to malie the sacrifice involved in running tbrough 
passenger trains to and from Cheater, that is, doing the business for nothing and 
paying all the expenses itself. 

Tbe Pennsylvania Railroad Company, of respondent, in its answer sets forth 
that the portion of the railroad of tbe then Philadelphia, Wilmingtoo & Baltimore 
Railroad Company (now I'bJIadelpbte . Ualtimore & Waahington Railroad Com- 
pany) between Grays Ferry and a point nortb oE Cheater was constructed on low 
ground near the Delaware Rivor, and was, because <it fresbets, subject to overflow, 
materially impeding Crausportatiun. To avoid the difficulties and enibarraaBnienl 
occasioueil by such overflows, Ibe Philadelphia, Wilmington and Baltimore Railroad 
Compauy about tbe year 1872 or 1ST3 constructed, in accordance with power and 
authority duly vested in It, an improved and straightened line between said points 
on higher ground further away from the river. Under date of the first day of July, 
1ST3, tbe sail! Philadelphia, WilmingtoD & Baltimore Railroad Company leased to 
the Philadelphia & Reading Railroad Company, of whicb tbe Philadelphia & Read- 
ing Railway Company is tbe successor, the said old line for which the said im- 
proved and Btraigbteaed line had been substituted, extending from Grays Ferry, in 
the twenty-seventb ward of tbe Ciiy of Philadelphia, to the point in Delaware 
Count; where aaid old line connected with enld improved and straightened line, said 
point being styled Ridley Junction, for a teiin of nine hundred and ninety-nine years 
from the date of the lease. The last-named point Is about ninety-five hundredths 
(95-lOOtha) of a mile north of Chester and about one and eighty-four hundredths 
{l-84-lOOths) miles south of Darby Creek. In this lease the lessee covenanted. In 
' substance, to pay the Pbiladelpbia, Wilmington & Baltimore Railroad Company 
for each trip of every passenger trnnsported for hire over any portion of the said 
demised railroad or over any portion of tbe route formed by tbe said demised rail- 
road and any southward extension of the same constructed by the Philadelphia ft 
Reading Railroad Company, or any other Company controlled by the Philadelphia 
& Reading Railroad Company, a sum of money equal to tbat which would have 
been payable to tbe Pbiladelpbia, Wilmington & Baltimore Railroad Company at its 
then highest current rates for the trip of such passenger on tbe railroad of the 
Philadelphia, Wilmington & Baltimore Railroad Company from the point on tbe 
said railroad of tbe said Philadelphia, Wilmington & Baltimore Railroad Company 
nearest to tbe point at wbich the said actual trip began to the point on tbe said 
railroad of tbe Philadelphia, Wilmington & Baltimore Railroad Company nearest 
to tbat at which the said actual trip ended, with the proviso that the said obligation 
of the said Philadelphia & Reading Railroad should not apply to any passenger 
whose trip on the said demised railroad shall have been confined tu that portion 
thereof lying to the northward and eastward of Darby Creek, 

For this leasehold interest tbe lessee paid the round sum of three hundred and 
fifty thousand dollars ($350,000) in cash, and in said lease the said Philadelphia, 
Wilmington & Baltimore Railroad Comapny covenanted that whenever and so soon 
as legislative authority should have been obtained for that purpose it would con- 
vey all its estate, right, title and interest in tbe railroad and premises demised by 
the lease to the said Philadelphia & Reading Itailroad Company, its successora and 
nssigns, absolutely, so as to secure to the Philadelphia & Reading Railroad Com- 
liany, its successora aud asatgus, the absolute aud unqualified ownership of tbe 
said railroad and other demised premises. No such legislative authority baviog been 
obtained, however, no such conveyance was ever made. 

It will thus be perceived that tbe statement of the complainant that the piece of 
railroad in question waa "leased to tbe P. & R. with the restriction that they iball ntn 
no pataenger traint further touth on tame than Darhj/ Creek" is not correct. 
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A bearing was held and testimony tanen and, after full conaitleration , tlie Com- 
mission advised the complainant that it was of the opinioD that there is no such de- 
niaud shown for the installation of passenger service on this line south of Darby Creek 
as would warrant the CommisslcD in making a recommendatian therefor; and the 
train service between Darby Creek and Philadelphia seems to be adequate to meet 
the requirements of that locality. The complaint, therefore, was dismissed. 



RAY C. DANNER vs. ADAMS EXPRESS COMPANY. 



The complainant alieecd that eiLvssive charges were made on shipment of a 
wheel chair from tlarrisburg to Philadelphia aud return. 

The respondent advised the Commission that had the chair beea crated the rate 
would have been one-half as much as on an artit^le of this character not crated. 
That It is unstable and requires considerable care to prevent damage in handling of 



The Commission, therefore, advised the r 


mnplHinnnt that it was not prepared 


to state that the charge in qucstinn is unrcasoiu 


ible or excessive and, therefore, would 


demand further proof of that fact. 






nul proof of the excessive charges, the 


case was closed. 





ELLWOOD T. GARNER vs. PHILADELPHIA AND READ- 
ING RAILWAY COMPANY. 



Complaint was made regarding a charge ot 18 cents tor the carriage of passengers 
for a distance of 6.4 miles between Valley Forge and Norristown. and Valle; Forge 
to Fort Kennedy for 5 cents, and Port Kennedy to Norristown, 10 cents, making a 
total of IS cents, setting forth that the same use a greater rate than allowed by law. 

Respondent set forth that the ticket rate from Valley Forge to Norristown, a dis- 
tance ot 6.4 miles, is 13 cents. This rate is arrived at by applying the 2J cents per 
mile rate to the distance taken as T miles; Ihat the rate from Valley Forge to Port 
Kennedy is 2.1 miles and is f> cents. This is the rate that has been in force for a 
number of years and was originally based on assuming that Ihc distance whs an 
even 2 miles. Accurate measurement shows that the distance is 2.1 miles and that 
respondent would properly be entitled to charg'e S cents for this distance. 

The distance from Port Kennedy to Norristown Is 4.;{ miles and the present rate 
in 9 cents. This is the rate chained by the Pennsylvania Itailivnd from Norrin- 
town to their station opposite Port Kennedy — Betzwood — they being the short 
line. Respondent's rate is an arbitrary one and is made to meet theirs without any 
reference whatever to the distance. Strictly speaking, respondent avers that they 
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would be entitled to lo ti'litH on a 2i etiit | 
of the C^iDiuissiuQ t(> tlie fai.-t that this rni 
to whicb tbc r?s]iiiQc]t^iil Rallwuy is entitled. 

The complHinant was adviseil liy ihi- Coi 
appears to explaiD the ocea^iuii fur llie dilFerent'e 
and Norrjxtown and I'urt Kennodr himI XurriKiowi 
than the legal mtc whieh said Conipnuy would be o 
m, therefore, disuigtted. 



rate, anci din>i^ts the atteatiuu 
ille is less than tbc legal rate 

at the EDNiver of the respoDdent 
in rates between Valley Forge 
, and as all of whieh are less 
[titled to L-barge, the complaiut 



THOMAS WILLIAMS vs. SCHUYLKILL VALLEY TRAC- 
TION COMPANY. 



The Cunimisfiion wan advisitl by <'oiii[>liiiiiant that the cars un the rea|>on<leut's 
road were extremely eohl nllliongli bavlnR bentfrs; tbnt he requested the condiietor 
to turn on the beat but was refen'ed by hiru to the tkiin[)any's office at Xorristown. 

The respondent adviued tbnt thp ear in i^iiestiun enine in from its trip with the 
heutinir apiwratus criiiptiHl and tliat this was the whole cnuMe of the ineident. It 
was repaired before it nsmin went into sen'iee. It Iteinj; a Klusby, wet day the wire 
running from the trolley to the heatiug apitaratus bad liiirne<i olT and beuee com- 
municated no hcBt. 

The answer of the respondent Cuinpnuy ivn^ !>eut tu the eotnplainant nud the case 



H. B. FREEBURN vs. BALTIMORE AND OHIO RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 



The complainant jietitioned for a suitable Bhelter 
Soraerset & Camliriu branch of the respondent rond. 

The CommiBHion, after an invesliitnliim of (he mal 
ment of a stntiun uf this clmriic-t.'r with pmijor jivovi; 
of the same. Case marked eln^iil. 



[^■iimiiieiided th(- c-stablish- 
r the heiillnjt and lighting 
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PHILADELPHIA COMPANY vs. BALTIMORE AND OHIO 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 



A petition was prpsentCTl tfi the Curaiiiisi>i(ia , asking tor a refuaii of $(!.flO, Iwing 
amouDt of ifvcrtlinrge on I'. It. It.. cue 3(J9I.'U, t-nrload oi pipo shipinil from Alle- 
Ebony. IVona., to WilmiTilinst, reiiiia., cbarKwl at S cents iicr cwt., Betting forth 
that at tbe time shipint-nt was mtiile respondtut niimpcl a rate of 4 cents iier cut., 
from Alli^KlieQy lo Brialou, ami Itrinlon to Wilmrrclinc of TiO conls por ni-t ton. 

Respondent advised tliat in vest igu lion developed that Hhipmcnt was loaflod near the 
South Avenue yard, AllGehcny, aliout one mile from frelb'bt station: <bat tbe bill 
of lading wag made out by the sbipt>erii, the .illeitbeny Ileatini; Company; tbat 
tbe agent at .\ttegbeuy d<-uit>B the allegattim made by the eomptaiuant as to tbe 
quotation of rate, and tliat roHpoiulint is nnnble to locale that any quotation what' 
ever was made lo Bhi;)per'i or eonsignees. Under the eireiimslanci's, tbe shipment 
having lieen charged at the piihliHhed rate, would not understand that any refund 
eould legally be made. 

Tbe eumplainant wna advised by the CommisKion that inasmuch as the rostmndent 
Comjiany claims it is unable to ascertain that tlie iguotalion of 50 cents per net ton 
from ttrinton to Wilmenling was made at any lime to the shipper, and in the 
absence of their ability to estnhlisb tbat such quotation was made by the carrier 
upon whose lines the sliipment originated, and further in view of the fact that tbe 
rate assessed from BriuCon (□ Wilmerding was the tariff rate of tbe Pennsylvania 
Railroad between those |Kiiu(s at the time shipment moved, the complaint is, there- 
fore, dismissed. 



No. 375. 

W. E. TERHUNE LUMBER COMPANY vs. CENTRAL DIS- 
TRICT AND PRINTING TELEGRAPH COMPANY. 



Complainant set forth that (he charges made for additional desk phones In tbe 
Cily of I'ittHburgh were very niiich higher Mian those applying in other cities, and 
that sudi charges were excessive, and rcinicHted that action be taken toward the 
reduction of the same. 

In answer, the respondent set forth (hat, in order to mwt the public demand 
foi a more convenient and flexible manuer of iisinc tbe telephone, the so-<'alled ex- 
tension telepb'me was develope<i. When a siiliserlbi>r desires telephone service, a 
circuit is run from the central ollice of tbe telephr)ne company lo some convenient 
point on the promises of tbe subscriber and at this point the principnl telephone 
Bet is installed. An exteiinion telephone is an additional telephone eiinnecled with 
the princijial telephone and on llie saaie eirenit, loi^atcil nt audi i)laee on sub- 
scriber's premises as he may desire. 



.oogic 
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It baa beea tbe common experience of all Celepbonc cumpaDiee that wherever ex- 
tcnsioD telephones are used, the average amount of use of the telephone system by 
the subscriber is very much in excess of tbe avenge amount of use where be reliea 
solely upon the principal telephone installed upon bis premises. This increased 
volame of huaiuess, which is owing to the convenience of the extension set, entails a 
corresponding increase in tbe investment and operating expenses of tbe telephone 
company. 

Tbe increased expense to tbe telephone company rendered necessary by tbe use of 
extension sets, includes the initial cost of the instruments and installation of same, 
including labor and material ; cost of maintenance and depreciation ; the cost of in- 
spection and trouble charges, which are substantially increased in telephones of this 
type : and the cost and charges upon the entire' plant and operating force of tbe 
telephone company. 

The universal practice of all telephone companies to make a separate charge for 
service fiimisbed by and from extension telephones, and the rate charged by this 
company in I'ittsburgh for this additional service furnished by this company's ex- 
tension telephones is fair and reasonable and not higher than the charge generally 
made by other telephone eiimpauies for like service in other telephone exchanges of 
the same size and chaweter of this company's exchange in Pittsburgh, under similar 



The Commission advised Ihe complainant that tbe Commission now has under 
investigation the entire subject of rale for telephone companies throughout Ihe Slate, 
and it would therefore appear inadvisable to take up any particular rase in view of 
this work; but when nil that data baa been properly collected the Commission will 
then proceed to take up such cases in order and will then be able to dispose of same 
more intelligibly and expeditiously. 

Complainant was advised that respondent was working on rates materially lower 
than tbe present schedule and which they believe<l would be entirely satisfactory. In 
view of this early prospective reduction they requested tbe Commission to withdraw 
tbe complaint. 

Tbe case was withdrawn. 



THOMAS KERSHNER vs. SCHUYLKILL RAILWAY COM- 
PANY. 



The proceedings in this cose were instituted by Thomas Keishner, regardtoK me 
condition of station facilities at Fowlers, on tbe line of Ihe respondent's road, and 
requested that a suitable shdler sUtion l>e erected at that point. 

Tlie respondent advised tbe Commission that there was, at one time, a shelter at 
this place and it is impossible to maintain it because residents or hoodlums 
broke it up and eventually carried it away for fire wood ; that while this was being 
done the respondent tried to stop tbe destruction of it but was powerless to do so, 
and under the circumstances it would l>p impossible to maintain any shelter at this 

Tbe Commission recommended thai the rps|>ondcut Company erect at Fowlers, on 
or near the site of its former station, a suitable shelter for Ibe accommodation of its 
patraus travelling to and from that point. Tbe case was, therefore, dismissed. 
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PHOENIX IRON WORKS vs. ERIE RAILROAD COMPANY, 
BESSEMER AND LAKE ERIE RAILROAD COMPANY. 



The comiJlainaDt alleged eicesBive rate on castings from Meadvllle to Stnithera. 
Tbe ioCereRted lines were communicated with and Goally fixed a rate ot 8) centB 
per cwt. carload and 10 cents L.C.L., to appi; od articles u( Irua and steel manu- 
Factnre. This rate was made effective September lat, 1910, which dispooed of 
tbe complain L 



WEST CHESTER ROAD IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 
vs. THE PHILADELPHIA AND WEST CHESTER TRAC- 
TION COMPANY. 

For Com|)lninnnC. 
r Itespoixlen:. 



The complainants aet forth in their complaint that the West Chester Road Improve- 
ment Association is a permanent organization or aoclet; for protecting and promoting 
the public and property interests along and in the vicinity of the the West Chester 
Koad, a pnhlic highway leading from Philadelphia to West Chester, having sixty 
or more members, some of whom are farmers, others merchants in their own neigh- 
borhoods, and some of Ihem are in business in the City of Philadelphia, most of 
■hem being property owners, and all of Ihem are patrons of the defendant company. 
That the defendant, a corporation duly organized under the lans of the State 
of Pennsylvania witb offices at No. GIO Arcade Building, Philadelphia, is a common 
carrier engaged in maintaining and operating throe Street Passenger Railways; one 
line from Philadelphia to West Chester, a distance of nineteen and tbree-qoarter 
miles, one line from Philadelphia to Ardmore, a distance of six miles, and one line 
from Philadlphia to Collingdale, a distance of a little more than five and one-half 
mite, and as such common carrier, subject to the laws of Pennsylvania. 

That on Monday. September 27, 1009, tbe said defendant raised the fare be- 
tween Philadelphia and West Chester from twenty-five cents to thirty cents and 
changed the fare zones accordingly and on the same date discontinued isauing boob 
tickets. The old system of fares had been in use since the road was built in 1899. 
It was tbe understanding when said road was built and the rights of way given 
that said fares would not be raised. Before the raise tbe fare was ten cents from 
PbUadelphl* to Newtown Bquaie, a larce villas« oo Mid road, a dlatonce ot ftboat 
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eight and oue-half milea, now the fare is fifteen cents. Before the raise tbe far* 
from Broomall, another village along said road, to Newtown Square, a distance 
of about two miiea, was five ceuts, now it is ten cents, placios an anbearable 
burden upon tLe many school cLildren jmssing between Ibe latter two points dally. 
The Bald Jefendaut bas not changed tbe fare on eitber of Its roads to Ardinore or 
Collingdalc, ihv fare on cath of these roads still tu'lng live o'uts for the entire trip. 

It is alleged that the present system of fares is in violation of the original under- 
standing with the defendant about what the fares on said ruad would be when it 
nas built; that said fares are too high, unjust nnd unreasonable, unjustly discrim- 
inatory and unduly preferential against (be patrons of tbe road from Philadelphia 
to West Chester, particularly those going to and from Newtown Square in favor 
of llie patrons on the roads to Anlinore and Collingtiale, in viotalJO'i of the Con- 
stitution of Pennsylvania of 1,ST4, Article 17, section 3, and the Act of 1883, P.U 
12; that said rates are prejudicial to the values of property along and near to said 
road and that said fares are excessive for the school children and others travilin; 
between intermediate points on said road. 

That said defendant in maintaining its road bed bas raised or elevated that part 
of the public road ou which its tracks arc locati.'d for long distaaces, thereby chang- 
ing the grade of the public road contrary to law. 

That said defendant bas built its road bed along and iipoo (he I'hiladelphiii and 
West Chester Turnpike in many places and for a considerable distance so as to en- 
croach upon the said Turnpike to such an extent as to occupy practically alt of the 
earthen road leaving only a narrow stone road for public travel, thereby incon- 
veniencing the public and violating tbe Act of Assembly approved April 10, 185C, 
P.L. 299. 

In answer the respondent set forth that it has no knowleilge as to whellicr or not 
the West Chester Road Improvement Association is a permanent organisation or 
society for protecting and promoting public and properly interests along and in the 
vicinity of the West Chester Kimd. It has no knowledge as to whether or not the 
said Association is an im'ori>omted Association or unlueorporaleil , nut of the num- 
ber of members thereof, nor as to the occupations of the niotidiers, nor as to whether 
or not they are property owners. It admits that some of the [M^raons signing the 
complaint against It are patrons of its cars. 

It admits that it is a corporation duly organized under tbe laws of the Slate of 
I'cunsylvania , that it is a common carrier engaged in maintaining and operating 
street i>axsen)ii-r railways and that i1 U[>erates its railways iH-tween Ibtnl nnd Market 
Streets in the City of Philadelphia and West Chester, a distance of about nineteen 
and Ihree-qunrter miles; from Philadelphia to Ardmore, n distance of less than six 
miles, and from Philadelphia to Collingitale, a distance of less than six miles. 

It admits that on September :i7th, ItNH), it caused the fare on its lines between 
Pblladelpliia and Wt-sl Chester to lie raised from twenty-five ecnis to thirty cents 
and cbangi-d the fan- zones in which faros were eolleeteil; and ou September 8th, 
IliO!>, disconlinued issuing book liekets. It avers that it did ho, for the reason that 
the fares hereloCorc charged on Its ruad between I'hihidelphia and West Chester 
and between the other iioiiils uienliuucil In the complaint were not remunerative or 
coraiH'Usalory to it fur the service which it renilen-d lo the iiublic. Itefore making 
this change a circular letter was delivered on tbe cars of the Company to each of its 
patrons. This letter s<'ts forth reaHons which made necessary this change in fare. 
It admits that the rate of fare heretofore eiistiu)!, excepting disi'ount book lickets, 
hadjieen maintained on its road beiwi-en the .vears ISIK) nnd Septemlier 27lh, 1009. 
Jt turlber avers that during uU of s;iid lime the said road had only earned a small 
dividend on its capital stock and the stockholders feel that Ihey are entitled now to 
a reasonable return on tbe capital invested, which they have not secured up to 
the piMent time. It further aven that tbe cost of const nictioD , malnteiiuice^«iid 
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oii^raduD OD 111? liue of its road has gr^ntly inrn'BKed between tbe datea named, and 
further avpre tlint it is impoi^siblc to <>[>i'rat(.' Ih^ snid Tiiad with a reaxunable letum 
OD (he capilal iiivpsti'd on the siIuhIhIc of farpB inaintaineil by it i>rior to September 
2Tlh, 1UU9. It dt'nies that Ib^re was an undent tnndiQ); when tbe aaid road waa 
built and rights- of- way obtained for it that fares would not be raisni. It admits tbat 
before the said fares were raised the fare was ten cents from I'liiladelpbia to New- 
town Square, and that ttic fare to Newtown Square has. now been raised to fifteen 
cents. It denies that N'ewtown Siinnre is a large vlilase, and avers that it does 
Dot contain a po|iulation of over 140 intiabitants, counting men, women and cbil- 
dreo. Jt avers that a fare of fifteen cents from f hiladcl|>bia to Newtown Square is 
a just and reasonable charge for tlie service rendered. It admits that tbe prior 
fare from Broomall to Newtown S<iuare was five cents and tbat it is now ten cents, 
r.rooinall and Xewton Square are so located as to be within two fare lonea 
on tbe line of its said road. Tbe respondent admits that up to tbe present 
time it hna not changed the tare to Ardmore or (.'oilingdale. The traffic between 
I'bitadclpbla and Aniroore and I'hiladelpbia and Collingdale is proportionately greater 
than between rhiladelphia and Newtown Square or I'liiladelphia and West Chester. 
The rcapondeni denies that the present system of fares is in violation of any under- 
standing with any one or with any undertaking made in its behalf. It denies that 
the said fares are too high or that (bey are unjust and unreasonable or that they are 
unjuHtly discriminatory and unduly preferential against the patrons of tbe road from 
rhiladelphia to West Chester or tb(«e K()ing to and from Newtown Square. It de- 
nies that it has in anj way violated the Onustilution of Pennsylvania, Article 17, 
Section .1, or the Act of IWt!, I'. I,. 72. It denies tbat the rates of fare main- 
tained by it are prejuilicial (o the values of proiwrty along and near to said road. 
It Is informed and believes tbat the property alonf- and near its said road is con- 
tinually enhancing in value. It submits that the inquiry as to the values of prop- 
erty is not germane to this proceeding and not within the powers of this Com- 
mission. It denies that the fare^ charged by it are excessive lo school children 
and others traveling between Intermediate points on said road. 

It admits that in maintaining Its road be<l it has ralseil or elevated part of thr 
Philadelphia and West ('hester Turnpike Road on the xoulh side thereof and beyond 
the travelled way thereof. It avers Ihat the eoniplainanta have no slaudiug lo ques- 
tion its net in this reflpeet for the reason that whatever the respondent bas done has 
been done by it in puntuauee of authority derived by it from the I'hiladelpbia & 
West Cliester Turnpike Road Company. It denies that it lias built its road along 
and upon the rhiladelphia and Wi'hI Chester Turnpike Road so as to encroach 
thereon to such an extent as to in any way impede public travel or violate any Act 
oF Assembly. It further respectfully suggests to this Commission that the inquiry 
a% to its occui>ation of ihe public road or of tbe Philadelphia and West Chester Turn- 
pike Road is not a matter within tbe jurisdiction of this Commission. 

Tbe respondeut submits lo this Commission that the request tbat it shall be re- 
quired (o lite an annual report in form to be presi'ribed by this Commission is not 
germane to the complaint of the complainants. 

The respondent denies that the complainants have sulTered any wrong or injury at 
its hands or (hat their complaint discloses any matters catling for corrective recom- 
mendation at the hands of Ibis Commission and it prays that the complaint may be 



The Commission, after a hearing at which testimony on behalf of both « 
plalnant and respondent was taken, and an e.\nmination oE briefs filed by the 
spective parties, filed Ihe following opinion: 



"The complaint in this case has received the very careful consid- 
eration of the Commission, and the situation lias been viewed from 
all sides. The question involved is one which generally arises respect- 
ins the equality and fairness of fare zones on ioterurban traction fluee 
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"The operation of the respoQdent'i 

and from that date until September l_ , _ — „.. _. 

rhiladelphia. G3rd Sireet, to West Clieattr, a distance of approii- 
mately 20 miles, was 20 oentB, the tare zones in that diarance being 
five, and the second one of that number — counlinjj from Philadelphia- 
ended at Newtown Square, where nearly all the complainants in 
this case reside. 

"In September, 1909, the respondent company felt compelled, by 
reason of the expense of the operation of that liue and the patronage 
of the same it had' been receiving, to increase those fare zones Co six, 
making tbe throueh fare from Philadelphia to West Cheater SO cents ; 
and in thia re-adjuBlment of those ssones. Newtown Square fell prac- 
tically in the centre of the third zone, instead of being tbe terminus 
of the second, as tberetofore. Tbia change is the occaaiou of this com- 

"We have not given the distance of tbe original zonea, but the 
distances of the present zones on the main line, counting from Phila- 
delphia, are as follows: 

1st Zone 20,900 feet 
2nd Zone 16,130 feet 
3rd Zone lS,a20 feet 
4th Zone 17,475 feet 
5th Zone l(i,355 feet 
Cth Zone 17,000 feet 

"All of theae Kones, it will he noted, e:icept first, cover practically 
the same distance. On the first zone, however, are two branch con- 
nections, one running off therefrom at Upper Darby Junction, 5,070 
feet from eSrd Street, to Collingdale 25.7lil feet from said Junction, 
making a total distance from 03rd Street Co Collingdale of 29,831 
feet; and another running off at Llanerch, 14.209 feet from 63rd 
Street, thence to Ardroore a distance of 17,270 feet, making the 
total distance from Q3rd Street to Ardmore 31,520 feet. 

"The fare from liSrd Street to both Collingdale and Ardmore Is 
5 cents, and it is in comparison with the fare ou these branch lines 
that the complainants find their principal ground of objection to the 
present arrangement of the zones throughout the main line. 

"On all such interurban lines the most equitable arrangement 
of the fare zones is that which makes them practically equal in 
distance, for it is for his Cransportation for such distances that the 
patron pays; but in practice, it is almost impossible to make these 
fare zone distances absolutely equal, aud in this case, with the 
exception of the first zone aud the branch lines leading therefrom 
as aforesaid, the distances are as nearly equal as it is □rdinarily 
possible to make Chem. 

"To account for the greater length of the first f.ire zone and for 
the length of the lines to Collingdale and Ardmore, it must be remem- 
bered Chat this zone and these branch lint's are those located at the 
Philadelphia end of respondent's road, in tbe most thickly populated 
section of its territory, and reach points which are competitive 
by reason of their close proximity lo the city. Because of these facts, 
roads of this character have found it necessary to make such fare 
Eonea, as a rule, longer than those which extend a greater distance 
beyond tbe limits of the centers of populniiou. Moreover, in the 
statements which have been furDiehetl us by the I'psjiondent it appeara 
that these operations of its road are those which bring it tbe greatest 
proportionate return for the services rendered Trolley rates are 
largely determined by the density of travel in each particular section, 
BO that the probability is that if llie travel beyoud the first zone were 
at all commensurate with that within that zone, the other zones would 
be BO arranged as lo make each include substantially the same distance 
as the first. 

"The complainants find no fault with the through rate from 
Philadelphia to West Chester, but because of what they conceive to 
be due to them from the Traction Company, largely, perhaps, in ' 

consequence of the location of the original fare zone terminal, they 
would have the second zone extended, as it originally was, to New- 
town Square, making it cover a distance of 23,flOO feet, and then 
Sropose, in order to maintain for the respondent the same through 
ire to West Chester, to make the zones Iwtween Newtown Square 
and West Chester considerably shorter than they now are, or have 
ever been; that is. they would make the third zone but 15,000 feet, 
tbe fourth zone 14,2S0 feet, the fifth zone 13,420 feet, and tbe 
siilb — the last — IT.OfiO feet as it is at present. 

"It is natural to suppose that if any such re-arrangement of the 
sonea were made to suit the convenience and desires of complainant! 
it would occsaion more or, leai diisatlif action end complaint OD ■ 
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the part of rraideotB all bIouk the line between that place aod West 
Chester, the result of which would be that the diseatisfactioD , would 
probably be Ereater than it ii at present, 

"When the whole Hitoation ia thus considered, it does not appear 
that the CommlBsion nould be justified Id. recommending the readJuBt- 
taent of these fare zones which the complainants desire. 

"The complaint ia, therefore, dismiaaed." 

A request for a rehearing was made and argument had. The CommiBalon, after 
careful consideration and a review of the entire caae, advised the complaiDants that 
it sees no ntaaon to change its opinion already expressed dismissing the case and 
therefore denied the request for a rehearing of the same. 



No. 379. 

CITIZENS OF PHILADELPHIA vs. THE PHILADELPHIA 
RAPID TRANSIT COMPANY. 



Numerous complaints were filed by the citixens of Philadelphia against the re- 
spODdent Company, regarding the inadequate service, tickets and transfers, insaui- 
tary condition of cars, ventilation, equipment, front platforms, locked exits and 
service in general. 

These complaints were sent to the respondent Company and a conference was had 
with D. T. Fierce, Executive Assistant of the respondent Company, who advised 
the Commissiou that an effort was being made for the installation of sufficient 
apparatus for the beating of all care, and those complaining of the danger of locfced 
exit doors of "Pay-Wilhin" cars, that the Company were now working od plans to 
install apparatus that will, in case of emergency, release the air pressure of the 
locked doors and enable them to be opened by hand : that the Company are continually 
trying to Improve the service in genemi but that, owing to a strike which existed 
at the time of these complaints, the service had been impaired. 

These complaints were turned over lo experts employed by the Commission for 
the purpose of In vest ijtii ting the said rcspondpnt Company, logpther with the com- 
plaint of the Evening TeleRraph, et a1. 



JOHN R. BITTINGER vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 



As the result of a complaint filed by this complainant, the Commisi 
e<l a rate of 413 cents per ton on crushed stone, from Ilnnover lo Sells. The com- 
plainant subsequently petitioned for the same rale to apply on the aaiiM article 
tnm Hanover to Uttlestown. C OC-^lc 

4 '■■■'"' cS 
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After nn iDvestifintion of Ihp matter (iml oorrcspontienpp wUb the Fre'iKht TmfBc 
Manugcr of the res[M>nJcQt (.'ompnny, the rnte roquested w-iis liiwl so thnf it would 
apply OD this Irnffic wheu oriBinutiug nt Ititlinger. 

This adjustment wns aatisfnctory to the cuniilainatit ami the eose was marked 
closed. 



No. 381. 

J. HARVEY MARTIN, AGENT, INTERNATIONAL HAR- 
VESTER COMPANY OF AMERICA vs. THE PENNSYLVA- 
NIA RAIUiOAD COMPANY. 



fTomplnlnant adviseH the CoinmisRion that a mower shipped to Milluinnt, Penna., 
n station on the r^wisbiire and T.vrone lirnnch of (he IVnnsyh-ania Railroad, was left 
to lie on the platform by the station osent nt that point; that the madiine men- 
tioned ahove on aei'oiint of U'inir px|)osed to the weather was in aiieh a condition 
tliat it had (o be nold at a saerifirc; that the Htora^c chnrses imposed under tbese 

The respondent Company in its answer slnled that the shipment arrived nt Mill- 
mont .Tune 23ni, lOOJI, and was not moved nntil XoveinlMT 22nd, 1000, atthoneh 
every effort was made hy the apent to have the Khipment moveil — he even coine S" 
far as to furnish the names of prospective buyers of mnnem to the eomplajnant. 

Moreover, it was understood that the purehnser aeeepted the maehinea before it 
was removed and remarked before a. witness that the same was nil right, that any 
reduetion in price was because the season was over and not because of an; damage 
to the machine. 

The Commission adviseil the eomplninnnt that, nssuniinK (he answer of the re- 
spondent conlnlned a true statement of the fads in the case, (he complaint was 
without fonndntion and, therefore, dismissed. 



SHARON McDonald vs. the beaver traction 

COMPANY. 



' ('omp)ninnnt advised the rommission that the respondenl Company provided no 
shelter for pnsseneera; that the cars were nm nt infri'tinetit intervals and failed (o 
slop when properly llnpBed, and the service in Kenemi was iinsntisfaclorj- between 
the towns of Ambridge, Reaver, Heaver Falls. Monoea, New Itrijihton, Rochester, 
Monido and Van[)ort, in the Coimty of Iteaver, 

The Crimmission reqnesteti the cnmjilainant to advise at what transfer points no 
shelter stations were provided and poor conacctious made, and to advise more fully 
rcKarding the unsatisfactory service. 

As no reply was received to this request of the Coramlstion's, the complalDti^itp 
dirailued for tack of proKcntfoD. cS 
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AGNES C. McCOY vs. ADAMS EXPRESS COMPANY. 



The oomplainanC advised the CommisaioD t 
renan., via Clic respondent Company, a ladi 
desired tliat roimbiirsement be made [or tbe same. 

Tbc CuinmiasioQ advised the oomplainaut ihaC it ia bej'iind the juriadictioD of Clie 
CommlBaion to adjust claims of such a ebaracter; that if It were a qtiestioQ of rates, 
or similar mattpr, tlie Cummission would di9|>0BC of it, but the loss of an articie in 
transit bi'coDicH clearly a matter of daiuni;<!s and, tlx'i'i'fore, ihu case was dismiHSi'd. 



DAVID W. JONES vs. PHILADELPHIA AND READING 
RAILWAY COMPANY. 



Complnint was mailo rognrding the service afforded by rpafiomleDt to tbe miners 
workiug at LyheuH and living at Donaldson, with the atatemcnt that tbe daj'-ahift 
men living nearer to tbe stop at Tpper Ilonaldson than to the atop at I^ower 
Donaldson are able to take the miners' train at I'pper Donaldson, whrre it was 
stated that the train slows up at an old box car for that purpose, but that Ihe 
niRlit-sliitt mt'n n'tnniins from work at 7.00 o'fhjck In llic jnomiuK, cannot Ret off 
al Upper Donaldson on account of tbat train not stopplnR there, and requesting 
tliat the trains in both dinvtiona nhicb formerly did slop at I'pper Donaldson for 
the accommiMlation of these miners, be stoppml at this plnt-e. 

Respondent adviseil Ihe Commii'sioD tbat the stnliun at ItonntdKon is 21ii0 feet from 
the public road, originally known oa Upper Donaldson. For almost the entire 
length of this distance the grade of Ihe railway is a rising grade of 134 feet to the 
mile. A few years ago on ncconnt <it extreme ilifDcnlly in handling trains on that 
grade, the regular slop at Upgier Donaldson was di scon tinned. About that time 
when Donaldson station was built it was moved about 110 yards in the direction 
of Upper Donaldson station ; that the entire population of Ihe territory is small and 
it would be a hardship to require the Itallroad Company to slop these trains at both 
Dl.o... 

The Commission had an investigation made of the physical conditions and the 
territory eurronnding the points known as 1'piior Donaldson and Donaldson, and 
after careful examination advised Ihe romplainnnt that the investisalion prosecuted 
di<l not disclose a sufficient demand tor a recommendation for a stop nt Upper Don- 
aldson and tbe complaint was, therefore, dismissed. 
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No. 385. 

PHILADELPHIA COMPANY vs. BALTIMORE AND OHIO 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 



The complainatiC set forth tbat an exorbitant rote wn« charged for tJie ship- 
menl of a carload of wrought iron pipe, shippeil from Weat BrowoBville, PeDoa., to 
Weaton, W. Va., the charge being a fraction over 30 cents per cwt. ; that the re- 
apoodeot advisfd that the proper rale oq thia ahipmeDt, wbeQ routed via Bellaire, 
Ohio, was 24 cents per cwt. 

The rate on iron pipe, carloads, West Brownsville, Penna., to Pittaburgh, Peons., 
i^ 4 cents, and from Pittsburgh, Pcuna., to Weston. W. Va., is IT cents, making a 
combined thrDugh rate, when rouled via Pittsburgh, of 21 cents. That, as Che rate 
was eiorbitnnt, a refund on the shipmeDt should be granted. 

The CommisHion advised the complainant Chat as this shipment originated in this 
State, and, going to a point in another State, becomes clearly a matter of interstate 
business and is thus without the jurisdiction of the Commission. 



Mo. 386. 

THOS. WOLSTENHOLME SONS & COMPANY, et al. vs. THE 
PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COMPANY. 



Petition was tiled requesting the Commission to recommend to Rcx[Hindent Company 
that ihey slop the 4:14 P. M. express to Atlantic City at franbronl Junction for the 
taking on of passengers, and also to compel them to stop the T:45 A. M. express 
from Atlantic City to discharge paasengera who would use these trains dait; throusb- 
out the year, 

Respondent Company set forth in their answer to thin petition (hat the circum- 
stances and conditions existing in this case do not justify a stoppage ot such 
trains; and that the wishes of petitioners could not be met without causing, to a 
greater number of the public, more serious inconvenience than that alleged by the 
complainants in this case ; that in order to enable the trains to maintain their 
schedules, and also because it was found from actual records that oti an average only 
3.2 per cent, of the passengers used the afternoon train to Atlantic City, and only 3.5 
per cent, used the morning train from Allnntic City, tbat the trains in question are 
fast interstate trains, competitive with trains operated by a rival company; that the 
service for which the petitioners arc asking is an interstate service which does not 
fall within the jurisdiction of the Commission. 

The complainant was advised of answer of the respondent company, and the case 
dismissed. 
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PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. 



No. 387. 

R. R. BOGGS, Chairman, TRAVELLERS' PROTECTIVE ASSO- 
CIATION OF AMERICA vs. THE BELL TELEPHONE 
COMPANY. 



JOHN E. FOX, 1 

HUNT CdlPLBY, {. fur llcMixindoiit. 

ADDISON CANDOR, j 



The complainant set forth thnt dcparlmeut stores and otber places where the re- 
BpoDdent has installed public telephone station charg:ed a rate of 6 cents for each 
local message of five minutes or less duration, while in dilFcreut hotels in the City of 
Philadelphia a rate of 10 cents ia mainlnined , thus dtscriminatros agniost the travel- 
line puhlic and especially the traveliae salesmen of the State of fcnnsylvania , who 
are the principal customers of hotels and the users of telephones ; that the respondent 
advertises a. schedule of prices ; that with Ihe Baid schedule of prices a rate of 5 cents 
is advertised as (he regular public station charge. It also set forth that over all 
public pa; stations either inside or outside of the hotels, the respondent puts a sign 
stating it is a public telephone station so that a party relying upon the rates pub- 
lished would be charged 5 cents above the scheduled rarte if he attempted to use a 
telephone booth in a hotel over which was the regular sign oc the respondent Com- 
pany. 

The ContmissioD, after a hearing hold at its office in Harrisburg, taking of 
testimony in the City of Philadelphia, and a full investigation, filed the following 
opinion: 



"This complaint respects the charge of ten cents per call made 
at telephone eichanses maintained in certain hofls in Philadelphia, 
while tlie respondent's advertised rate for tike calls is hut five cents. 

"Inasmuch as the facts developed at the hearing in this case 
Bhow that (he rate complained of is the charge established by the 
hotels, which maintain the service at their own expense, and not 
by the respondeat, which only makes the connections and furnishes 
the equipment at a uniform price or rate (o all under lilie circum- 
slances, it ia evident that this Commission is without jurisdiction. 
Since hotels are not subject to our supervision we cannot prescribe the 
terms upon which they shall maintain such service, which ia 
undoubtedly a great eoiivenienee to their suesla and is intended solely 
for their accommodation, and becnusM the respondent furnishes like 
facilities to all hotels upon equal terms, there is no discrimination 
practiced by it in this respect. 

"There is, however, one feature about the conduct of these hotel 
exchanges which is open to criticism, and that is the fact that Ihe 
display signs at or near telephone booths or desks which are furnished 
by the respondent, are similar to those usihI at its puhlic pay slationa, 
and, therefore, are calculated to mislead the patron and give him 
the impression that the charge for (be service is the same as that 
advertised and made at such public pay stations. This should be rem- 
edied by changing tliesn signs so thnt they will not indicate that these 
pxchanges are condui-tiil by the ri'spuiidi^iit and operated at ila 
public pay «lniion rates." 



1 these signs is, therefore, hereby reeommeudcd. 
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WILLIAM T. FOWLER, et al. vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 



Tile pclitionprs Rpt fortli in tilt' cimi[ilaint tlint they, and th<> entire iiopiilatioD of 
BlaDclianI, the Township of Liliurty and a portion of the Towuship of CuitaiD, 
CeDtre Cuiinty, I'i'unn.. iHlior iimliT a e"'i't inconvenience for tiie want of a. mn- 
vcuieat, comforlnble aad Rauifary Jeimt, for Hhippint; and receiving freight, eipress 
and paHai-naer truflie, at a poiul op llie Uald KaKle Vallej- btancli of the Pennsylvania 
Itailmad, known as ICaicleville (Ulanchard I'. O.) for the fiiHowiaj; rcasims, to wit: 

ICirst. For the reason tliat the PeunHylvania Railroad is the only practical tine 
for ttaflic to the West. 

Second. Kaelpville is the ni'srest point to the population of Blanohard, compris- 
int; about four hnudred or four buudi'ed and fifty tK>ople. and the most advantHReoua 
point to the populalion of T.iberty Township with a t>o|iulation of eight hundred 
nud fifty people. Also the only advantneeoue outlel to a number of the people of 
Curtain Twnahip, located in the MarBli Creek Valley. 

Third. Because BlanchunI is ouL'-half mile from Bagleville, and there ih suf- 
flcieut traffic from this point to warrant the maintenance of an agency at Eagicville. 
Most of which traffic is now forced to the N. Y. C. & II. It., one and une-fourlh 
miles distant, and 1'. It. It. at Ben'h Creek, I'enna., one and one-half miles distant- 
Fourth. Because there is a tepilar mail route at this point, three general stores, 
three shops, two btackamilh shoi)s, one undertaker, one saw mill, one cider mill, 
one flour mill, one carriage maker and hardware and furniture dealer, one roof 
contractor, and several contracting carpenters, lumber, wooil, and tbe shipments, 
toRCther with eighty farms of average size and cultivation, whose necessaries and 
products would be shipped to and from this [Htint. which is the only one to be 
reached by prnclicaliy level roads, on atcount of the peculiar physieol oliaracteriBtica 
of the surrounding country. 

Sixth. Because no connections can be made with fast trains at Lock Haven or 
Tyrone, except via Howard (5 miles distant) or Beech Creek (IJ miles distant) on 
account of fast trains not stopping at F^agleville. 

Seventh, Because the station at this point is not a shalter adequate or com- 
fortable. 

The answer of the respondent set forth, as follows: 

First. The residents of Kagleville and vicinity bavc access to tbe New Tfork 
Central & Hudson Itiver Railroad as well as to (he Pennsylvania Railroad. 

Second. It is true that KaRleville etnlion la tbe ncnri'st point to Blanchard. A 
relent census jtives the population of Blnncharil in tbe neijiblHirlniort of 27.'5 instead of 
4r>» as stated. It nl»o gives the population of Biwh t'rfck (own as -IJO. An inquiry 
into Ihe Htatemeot that Kagleville station is the must ndvanta;:cous oulet for the 
IKipulatlou of IJberly Township is not substantiated. It is claimed that the majority 
of these people do all of their marketing, nhipping, etc., at Howard, the first sta- 
tion lo tbe west of Kagleville, 

ITiird. There is not sufficient traffic originating at lilancbard or vicinity to Justify 
the maintennni-c of a freight station and agency at Kaeleville, especially in view 
of Ihe fact that we have this facility at Beech Creek stalion as shown by the enclosed 
photograph, Beech Creek stalion being 1) miles from Itlnnchard, The distance from 
Blanchard to Eagleville station is about 3000 feet or a little over one-half mile. 
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Fiiiirlh. The staleiuent of the tiplitiuucR is prattically correct to the best of our 
knonlcilBe, eicept that the fnrnis ore in ns close pconimity to Becfh Creek station 
as they are to Eaglcvillv atatioti. 

Sixth. All traiQE on the Bald K»g\e Valley Itnilronil make Bag xtoiis at K4ie]<-villc 
with the eicejition of two trains, one in each direttiou, Nos. 02 anil 53. It is 
necesitury to omit a nmuher of xtops on tlie^e trains in order that they may make 
proper connections at Tyrone and I.oek Ilavcu. 

Seventh. The shelter stalion at Ragloville is of the same class that are in use at 
most Bag stations on branch lini's and it has been conxtdcred ample for (he amount 
of travel using it. However, a change Id line is contemplated at this point which 
will probably be made during the pri'sent sunmier, in which event it will be necciuuiry 
to change the location of the station. When this is done, the question of Ibe erection 
of a more comraodions and comfortable shelter Btntion will he taken into consideraiion^ 
It is BoC believed that any other style of station ia justified at this point for the 
present. 

The complainant's comnient on the answer ot the respondent set forth that they 
admit having nece.w to the X. Y. C. A H. R. Railroad but must travel or haul their 
freight one mile farther than is necessary in so doing if they would have proper 
passenger accommodations and freight facilities at Eagleville. Also, all points south- 
west, such as Bellefonte, Tyrone and Altoona, cannot be ivached by the N. Y. V. 
Railroad; that by actual enumeralion there are 4.S3 people within 2.S*I0 feet ot their 
post office, and T3 within 1400 feet of the station ground. Also, the Township has 
a population of 1200. 

It is denied that the majority of the people of Liberty Township do all their 
marketing, shipping, etc., at Howard. Many are forced to ship from Howard <in 
ncconiit of the poor shipping facilities at this place, but by so doing they must 
travel from one to four miles farther besides drawing their loads of produce across 
the divide — an elevation nf about 300 feet — which would not be done should there 
be a proper freight station at this place. 

That the traffic which would originate here, which is here but drawn away, is 
sufficient to justify the maintenance ot a freight station and agency nt Kagleville. 
As an illustration: C. R. Crider & Sous from their own farm ship annually from 
130 to l.'iO Ions of hay, from 1200 (o 2400 bushels of wheat, from 50 to 000 
bushels of potatoes, buckwheat, clover seed, dressed pork, dressed beef, etc., which 
must be hauled to Howard, a distance of four miles fariher than would be necessary 
if proper shipping facilities were established here. In so doing they are compelled to 
haul up a hill at an 8 to 10 per cent, grade and a distance of one-fourth mile in 
length. The foregoing is simply from one farm. Also, the same people ship over 
300,000 fpct ot lumber, from TiO.lo 200 cords of paper wood, mining ties, proi)s and 
chemical wood. From this station annually also, the freight which comes to three 
general stores, two blacksmith shoiw, hardware and cabinet store and Ihree con- 
fectionery stores, two undertaking estahlishments and the output of two sawmills, 
running at least eight months in the year, and the output of one grist mill. All the 
foregoing business nieulioned braides a gri'iit deal mon>, not herein mentioned, is 
ciedited to Howard and Heech Creek stalions as our billing point, all of which 
should justify &n agency here. 

The statement that the farms are in ns close pro.\imily to Beech Creek Station as 
they ore to Eaglcvillc station cannot lie corn-ct. Beech ('reek station lies east of 
EaRleville station, and the farms, escejiting five or six, lie west of Eagleville station. 

Attention is called to the fact ihai the P. R. R. Railroad i)eople slate the popula- 
tion do their business at Howard, and they stole (in another paragraph) that the 
farms are close to Beech tlreck station, with Ejigleville between the two— these 
statements nr.> conflicting and have a tendency to mislead. 

No objections fur not stopping trains Noa. S2 and 53 are offered, at present. 
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CommeotB arc necessary in legard to style of prcBent statioQ. It is deai«d that 
i: is ample accommodaCion for the amount of paiBenscr IrafGc from this poiot, 
which uecesiarily must follow the amount of freight traffic. A passenger, freight 
and express depot, with an agency connected, is desired. It is unbearable to stand 
in Kero weather, in the present shelter station to await a belated train with a family 
of small children, as well as llie inconvenience in handling freight, baggage and 
eipraas in and out of this place. 

It is suggested that the information furnished the P. R. R. Railroad people was 
evidently secured at Howard and Beech Creek, as these two towns do not like 
to lose the business that is forced to them on account of the poor shipping fadlitieB 
and passenger accommodation a at this place. Fart of the storage ground was do- 
nated to the B,* E. V. Railway by the citizens of this community. 

Hie Commission, after a personal inspection of the facilities and of the neighbor- 
hood tributary to the station at Eagleville and to tbe station at Beech Creek, advised 
respondent that it is of the opinion thatthe community which is served is of sufficient 
importance to demand better station facilities and more convenient arrangement for 
the shipment and receipt of freight than are maintained by respondent at Eagleville 
at the present time; that the Commission met the Superintendent of the Tyrone 
Division end went over carefully with him and with the engineer, the change in line 
which is contemplated at that point and in the immediate vicinity, and as it is the 
undeTBtanding of tbe CommisBLon that there is no likelihood of the improvements in 
that respect, which were shown on the blueprint submitted to it, being completed 
during tbe present summer, the Commission is of the opinion that at least temporary 
relief to the palrona of the station at Eagleville should be afforded, feeling that after 
tbe changes in the line have been made it will probably be desirable to make some 
permanent improvements in the station facilities there which will reasonably meet 
the demands of the public. Tbe auggestion was made by the Commission that, for 
the present time the slielter station, which is now located at Eagleville, could be 
adapted to the immediate needs of the people by enclosing the front of it, inserting 
proper windows and fitting it with a suitable heating apparatus before the Incle- 
ment weather of the coming fall and winter season is upon then, and further, that 
the Company telephone which is now located in a locked box on one of the telegraph 
poles, should be placed on the house of the track foreman, which is nearby, and that 
the other end be extended from the tower to tbe office of the agent at Beech Creek 
station, thus affording communication for shippers with the agent who bills their 
conaignmenta out and to whom they look for reports of arrivals. , 

The respondent advised the Commission that the temporary changes wbicji were 
suggested would be made and tbe case was, therefore, dismissed. 



JAMES TODD vs. PENNSYLVANIA LINES WEST OF 
PITTSBURGH. 



This complaint grew out of the refusal of the renpondrnt to cheek Imggage from 
Sewickley to Philadelphia on a combination of tiirkets good for first-class passenger 
arcotamoilation!! to said [mints. .Another complaint, Hied by Jamen M. Tate, Jr., in- 
volving tbe same principle, was <i)Osiilered by the CiiiomiKsiun in connectioD with 
this case. 
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Tbe Commission made an exbauslive inquiry into tbe matter as the reanlt of 
which tbe following recommendation was made: 

"That any tickets which entitled tbe pasaenger to £nt-clas8 passage 
and ttie tmnaportaiiuu o£ baggage when presented iu eucIi combina- 
tion as to form a through route, ahall entitle tbe passenger to have 
his baggage checlied through to deetinatioo if the baggage would 
be so checked on a joint through ticket." 

The policy of the respondent was looked upon b; the Commission as unreasonable, 
Inasmucb as it imposed an undue inconvenience upon the passenger. The respondent 
was advised that the checking of the baggage through was not only a relief and a 
convenience to the passenger but also to (he Railroad Company, inasmuch as it 
obviates the necessity of re-checking the baggage at Pittsburgh ; for this additional 
labor and inconvenience the Commission held that the Railroad Companies should feet 
themselves compensated iu the higher price of the joint through ticket Ihey would 
have the passenger purchase. So long as tickets arc sold between any two points 
good for first-class passage, and the transportation of baggage, when such ticket ia 
presented in connection with another of similar character good from the junction 
point to one more distant, the Commission could see no just or reasonable excuse for 
tbe respondent refusing to check the baggage from the point at which tbe passenger 
takes passage through to his destination. 

The Commission's thought was that the patrons of the respondent's line would 
be much better served and given greater convenience if tbe baggage were checked 
through, and any Pullman accommodations required secured on the comblnatloD of 
Bucb tickets than they were by the praclice complained of. and the appreciation by 
tbe people of h disposition on the part of the ii'siicndent to cater (o their accommoda- 
tion and convenience would certainly be ad asset fully as valuable to the Railroad 
Company as any additional compensation it secures by (, > forced purchasa of joint 
through tickets. 

It was the understand inR of the ComniiBBJon that the respondent fully understood 
the terms and meaning of the recommendation and would comply with tbe same, 
but it subsequently dcvelopM (hat the intent of the recommendation was evaded, 
■nd tbe respondent was consequently notilicd that the Commission would pursue tbe 
course provided in the Act of its creation and certify the case to the Attorney 
General for action by his Department. 



JOSEPH PENNELL vs. ADAMS EXPRESS COMPANY. 



Complaint was made to the Commission that the espress rates from Philadelphia 
to Wawa, charged on ganien truck, were cxccRsivc. 

The respondent advised the Commission that, through some inadvertence on the 
port of the Company's agent, erroneous charges were made on these shipments 
and the over-charge was proniptly refunded as soon as tiie error was discovered. 

As this was satisfactory to the complainant, (he case was marked closed. 
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F. H. HALL vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



C'i>[ii|]]aint nna mnilp tliat Mig publiHliiil iiiili'nt;(> t. 
Iipln-rpn lliinlinciloii ami Hnrrinbiin- was oxft'ssWt 
7- i-onls In'Iwpi'd (.'liiniKci find Iliirrmblirg. 

TliP (ViimuiKHiuii, iiftiT )i tliuruiii;!! liivpKlii;iiti'>n <if the rait! in iinoHlinn nnd liko 
niti-a, (wliiKMl till- L-omiilninniit llinl tli<' rati; tLnrR<i] im llio shiimicnt from Ilimtiiig- 
iliin to IlnrriRburK wns a milPdire clous mro pruviilwl fur Hhipnu'iit of many different 
nnicles fur which becnusc of tliuir boing shipiird in smnll qiinntilicK, tlii> railroada are 
not jiistllinl in giving n com modi ty nitc, and uijich rate rbc CommiHslon does not 
f<i.'l jiiKtilicd in pronoiin<'ing unmisonnl>1e or exceHsive; ami b; rrasun of (lie nunitx-r 
of Qrtici<>s wtiich conio under (hat clause and (be infrp<:neut Hhiiiment IbireoC in 
small quandtics thi> railroad could not Hepnmlc thin article anil your oue ahipmcnt 
from the rent of that clans, cv(>n wcro they diniiosi'd to ilo so. The (^licago quotation 
rftferrM) to is nn Interstate shi]iin<>nt wi(h which this t'vumisxiou has no jurisiliclion, 
and by which it ciinld not ■><> cunllvllcd ; niorcovcr, it Ik prraumably the commotllly 
mtu from that large pnlilishini; and distributing [Miint, Imlh of which circumslanccB 
would reaM>nal)ly account for Ibe ililTen'mH! in ratn lietu'ei'n lliat and tlic charge 
made to you on (he Ilundngdou tilii|>men1. 

For tlicBP rciiscins Ihe t'ouinubsluu ilcii-a iirjt feci Hint l( Is able to ilo atiyihing in 
the matter. 



M. SEXTON vs. THE WABASH PITTSBURGH TERMINAL 
RAILWAY COMPANY. 



The complninnnt ni't forth fhnt early in .Tunc or July Ihn Wabash I'ittsbuirh 
Terminal Itaihvay Cnmiiany had euiidn.v.i) in Ihcir Mifflin, t'enna., (Allegheny 
('ounty) yard a boy but fourtis'n ycnra of agi', and his duty consisted in keeping 
rcuirds of car numberg, time recciveil and forwnrdnl, also taking train orders over 
(he (elephone : that cuniplainant dues uiit cimKider this 1s>y safe in this position, in 
fact, that he would unt n'niiKi' wbntan i-rinir in a Irniii order would terminate <n ; 
that his hours on duty are fr.im r.-.m V. M. to (J:(M) A. M. 

The p'spoudent ndviseil thnt, in tin' liist plac^, the yonn« muD, acconling to 
statement containeil in bis .written iq.i.licntirjn. niis l».m Mnrrh 12(b, 1.S.14, nnd 
was, therefore, in his sixt<-enth year duriii!.- hi» term of employment at Mifflin, 
which laaled from July Int. V.VK), to NovemluT Isl of Ihe sami' yenr. lly reason of 
his youth resiiondcnl never permitliil him to take train orders, nnil his duties con- 
sisted mainly in taking car nnuiberH and keeiiing n re<>orl of time ears were re- 
ceivi-il nnd fonvanh'il, lakiuK dispalclier's messiiges for rimduelnrs as lo what cars 
lliey were to linadle, etc. None of his duties involved the taking of train orders > 
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in any part. He was carried on tbe pay-roll as a yard clerk and used exclusively in 
that capacity, and as a matter ot tiiet employod "uiy until ruHiHimieot could secure 
the aervice uf nn uldi-r prrsun for (liat position. 

The tomiilainant was iidviKeil of the answer of the rrspondent and ns tlic same 
appeared to diHitoae of the matter, the case was mnrkol ciiiiiifl. 



K. H. SHRIVER, et al., vs. BEAVER VALLEY TRACTION 
COMPANY. 



The petitiimers complained to Ihe C'lniminBion reganliug the service, size of ears, 
the irregularity uf schedule and Ihe failure to stop on sigiial and not niivays running 
to deHtipalloi^, turning of cars, thereby compelling paiuteugers lo trauKfer and the 
over-cfowded condition in the momiugs and eveniogs. 

Answer to this couiplnint was maile liy the rcHpondent Company si'tling forth that, 
due to the fact that at the time cuinti1>''i'(^l "^ there liad been a ^reat amount of 
snow which iuterfemi with tlic uperation of Ihe cars, as it was either dragged on the 
tnickB by the teams, which necessarily made it difficult to stop or start the cars, 
throwing them late on their tri|)H, or on other days wlien warm enough to melt the 
snow the traclis had been lloodeil witli water for a long distance on account of the 
borough not hauling the snow away but leaving it banked up along the sides of the 
tracks and acting as walls to keep the water on the tracks, so that the cars mn- 
ning through the water throw the water onto the cahles and equipment, causing 
them to burn out, and in the evening hours the water would freeze on the trucks 
and brake rigging, making it ntt'cssary to pull in from six lo ten cars temporarily at 
the car bam to thaw out the brakes. 

Regarding tlie insufficient heating in cold weather, the respondent set forth that 
the cars were heated by electricity anil the insumnee regulations did not permit the 
electric current to l>e on when slanding in the bams or yards, so that they arc 
necessarily colder tlie first trip of thi> morning than any other portion of the day. 

The respondent deniiil (lie ciimplnint reganling failure to stop on signal to take 
0:1 passengers, also tliat (lie curs did not run to thi-ir destinations. 

Tbe complainants were ailvisi>d of the answer of the n>spondent and the case 
marked cloacl. 



MILTON MANUFACTURING COMPANY vs. THE PENN- 
SYLVANIA RAILROAD COMPANY. 



II. W. ClIAMItKltr.IN, for Coi 



Complainant sot forth In his ciiuipliiint that he had lieen discriminated, against.ln 
demurrage charges during the luouilis of ReptembiT and Oetoi>rr, 11)0!>; that durttlg 
the said months of Septemlx'r and Octolier, 104K), certain scrap iron and other mate- 
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rial was ahipped by freigUt to complainant at Milton, Pa., over defendant's railroad, 
nod the care in wliii* said sccap iron and other material was londtd were delivered 
an the tracks at complainant'a yards for the purpose of unloading; that by reason 
of the time required by tomplaiuant to make an analysis of such scrap iron before 
unloading it, and for various other unavoidable causes complainant was not able 
to unload said cars in the free time allowed by said defendant fur uDloadintc same; 
that in eonsequeucc said defeudant boa rendered statements to complainant of de- 
murrage chances for Che month of September, 1909, aniounting to JiSll.OO, and for 
the month of October, ]!K>9, amounting to $195.(10, and is now threatening to collect 
such demurrage charges from complainant by process of law : that the demurrage 
rules, regulations and methods of compulation of said Pennsylvania Railroad Com- 
pany are not uniform throughout the State of Pennsylvania; that within the 
Slate of Pennsylvania on the Nfiddle Division, exclusive of Altoona, Tyrone Division, 
' Philadelphia Division, Philadelphia Terminal Division. Schuylkill Division, Ext- 
ern Division, Bellefoute, inclusive, to Lewisburg exclusive, Sunbury and Lewistown 
Divisions; I«wistown, inclusive, to Milroy, inclusive, and Selinsgrove, inclusive; 
and Pottsville exclusive, to New Boston Junction, inclusive, said PeoDBylTanfa 
Railroad Company has in force demurrage rules and regulations elTective May IGth, 
1008, as amended geptemher 25th, 1908, effective October 25th, 190S, as follows; 
Rule 3 (b) "An additional twenty-four hours per car, or as much of this time as 
may be consumed will be allowed on care containing pig iron, scrap iron, or ore 
which is analyzed before unloading"; that no such allowsnee is made to your com- 
plainant ; that on the divisions above mentioned defendant's instructions to agents 
in regard (o "Computing time (fl," are as follows: "In computing time the follow- 
ing legal holidays will be excluded in the Stole of Pennsylvania; General election 
days, and every Saturday half holiday after twelve noon;" that under this in- 
alruction on the divisions above mentioned your complainant is informed, and ex- 
pects to be able to prove, upon the trial of this cause, that demurrage charges are 
figured upon a basis of "days and hours" on average contracts, instead of on a 
basis of "days" only; t*at under the demurrage rules and regulations ond instruc- 
tions to agents, in use on the Pennsylvania Railroad nt Millon every Saturday half 
holiday after twelve noon is not excluded; that your complainant is working under 
an average contract agreement with defendant, but demurrage charges against 
complainant are figured on a basis of "days" only, and that Saturday half holidays 
after twelve noon are not excluded ; that by reason of the difference in rules and 
method of computing demurrage above mentioned, your complainant's competitors 
located along the above mentioned branches of defendant's railroad are favored and 
complainant is discriminated against ; that the Philadelphia & Reading Railway Com- 
pany has in force at Millon car demurrage rules, effective May 15th, 1908, as 
amended May 1st, 1908, effective June 1st, 1!KI8, as follows: RuleS (b) "Ad addi- 
tional twenty-four hours per car will be allowed when pig iron or scrap iron Is analyied 
before unloading, also when necessary to analyze inbound shipments of low phosphorus 
ores, and also computes demurrage charges on a basis of "days and bours" excluding 
Saturday half holiday after twelve noon, in accordance with inatruction;^ to agents, 
similar in form to those in use on the above mentioned branches cf the Pennsylvania 
Railroad'; that both The Pennsylvania Railroad Company and the Philadelphia & Read- 
ing Railroad Company are members of the North Eastern Pennsylvania Car Demurrage 
Bureau, so far as demurrage charges in the Borough of Milton are concerned ; that 
there are attached hereto copies of statements submitted by said Pennsylvania Rail- 
road Company to complainant for Ibc months of September and October, 1909, giving 
the numbei? of the cars delivered by defendant to complainant, contents, dale of 
arrival, when ordered, placed, released, the detention and amount due for demurrage 
on same; also similar statements showing what the charges for demurrage for the 
same cara would have been had the demurrage been computed on a basis of "days and 
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hours" iost^ad of ud a basis of "days" ooly. excluding Saturday balE holiday after 
twelve Qoan, for the montb of Septr^mbcr, 1!)00, ^STjS.OO, for the month oE October, 
1909, $131.00; had allowance been made for aualyzing scrap iron during the month 
of September in accordance with Rule 3 (b), above meationed, in force on other 
brancbet of the Penns.vlvanJa Railrond, a further deduction of $157.00 should be 
made, and during the month of October for the same reason a deduction of J74.00 
sbould have been made; that there is attached hereto a copy of a memorandum 
kept by conplaioant during the months of September and October, 1009, showing 
weather coDditioDS, and if nn allowance should be made for adverse weather con- 
ditions a further deduction would be made during the month of September, 1009, 
amounting to $01.00 aud during the month uf October, lOdO, amounting to $15.00, 
thus showing a discrimination by defendant against complainant during the month 
of Seplemher, 100!). amounting to $:{lfl.OO, and during the month of October, lOOlt, 
amounting lo $138,00, and should unfavorable weather conditions warrant a further 
allowance, complainant would t>e entitled to a further credit during the mouth of 
September, 1909, of $04.00, and during the month of October, 1!M)0, of $15,00. 

The respondent Company in its answer act forth that it bas established demurrage 
rules and regulations lo enforce in the territory within which is situate the City 
of Milton, known as the Rules of the Norlbeastem Pennsylvania Car Service 
Association. 

It avers under these rules and regulations there is justly due and owing this re- 
spondent from the complainant the xum of $700.00 for demurrage charges accruing 
during September and October, 1900. 

Respondent admits further that the demurrage rules which have hitherto been 
in force at various stations on its lines wjtbin the State of Pennsylvania, though 
similar in all important respects, have not Ih'cu precisely the same at all otations, 
but it avers that (he differences which have existed have been due to the divergent 
circumstances and conditions pxistins at the" different stations, including the com- 
petition of other carriers, and it denies that any undue or unlawful discrimination 
has resulted from tills (act. 

It avers further that it has been fur some time endeavoring to secure uniformity 
at all points on its lines and to this end it has recently been awaiting the termina- 
tion of the deliberations of (he National Association of Railroad Commissioners in 
reference to tliia subject and their recommendations thereon. These recommenda- 
tions which have since been made and approved by the Interstate Conimecce Com- 
mission to becime effective April lat, 1910, on and after which date Ihe rules 
and rcgulntions in force at Milton will be the same as at other stations on the line 
of this resjtondent. 

Respondent further avers that the demurrage niles and regulations heretofore in 
force at Milton have been duly flied with the Interstate Commerce Commission and 
published in accordance with the regulations of the .\ct of Oingress of February 4(h, 
1S87, its amendments and supplements; and many of (he charges included in the 
statement apjiended to (he comiilaint in this proceinting have accruc<l in connection 
with the cars carrying freight coming to Milton from points without the State, or 
loaded at Milton for points in other states. 

Furthermore, that complainant had entered into a contract with respondent for 
the payment of these charges as fully appears from copy of said contract which is 
made part of the answer; that since the commutation under this so-called "aver- 
age agreement" neo'SHnrily includes cars moving in both intereatnto and intra- 
state commerce, that it is respectfully suhmittett that it is (be duty of this re- 
spondent, uniler the Act of Congress horeint>efore referre<t to, its amendments and 
supplements to insist on Ihe pajmeut oE these cbarj-uw, assessed in conformity with 
the provisions of said tariff. 
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Tbe cumptainant fili'tl a rcplicnticm to tho aiiaivor uf thu rcHliunilcDt . admitting 
that it had entered into a contract with defeiKlant (ur the paymenC of demurrage 
charges but denying lliat said ugreement fully np|>parpd from a copy of said alleged 
contract annexed to eaid answer. It avcTfed that prior to Septpmber fitb, 1007, it 
had been working tinder n set of car service rules with the defendant equally as 
liberal as (he niles thi-n in force at other pointis along the tioe of Ihe defendaut's rail- 
road ; that on the iith day of September, ]!)07, the duly necreditt-d agent ot the 
respondent presented to complainant for eiecution the form ot contract a copy of 
whicb was annexed to respondent's answer filed ; that complainant protested against 
the execution of such contract on the grounds that its terms were far less liberal 
tliau the terms of the agreement under which complainant was then working and 
far less lil>eral than the terms of the agreement under which complainant's competi- 
tors along tbe lines of resjiondent's railroad were working; that t^aid agent for 
respondent then and there, on behalf of Ids company, before and nt llie lime of Ihe 
execution of the written contract, assun><l and a creed with tbe complainant that a 
uniform set of car service rules were abont to he adopli'il by his comjinny over their 
otilire system and would be put in effect ot Ihe sjime time that IhiK agreement, if 
exifuted, beciimc effective, and that as a result thereof eoniplainant would be en- 
titled to a settlement of the detnurrnKe cbarjri'fi under this ngri-enient. if exeenteil, 
on the sanie basis as tbe most liberal Interpretnlion of any ot iIk car service agree- 
ments in force l)Ctu-eeu bis company and any of itn palrons along any of its tiues at 
Ihe lime ot such settlement or settlements, and further that tbe complainant would 
bi- entitled in such settlemeut to demurrage rliargps under tbis aprecment, if execut- 
ed, to tbe most liberal interpretation made of any of its car seri'ice agreemeols in 
force between reB[>ondent and any of its patroUH along any of its lines at the time 
of such settlement or settlements. 

That u[K)n the faith of such iMirolc agri-enient made l>etweeu paid agent for 
rcKjiondent Company and complainant,' complainant tlien execiiteil the written agree- 
ment, a copy of which was made part of res|ion<lent's answer. 

That respondent Company failed to keep the [inrol agreement thus made lielween 
its agent and complainant and made a set of car si-rvico rules more liberal than 
those under which complainant was working, for the benefit of complainaul's com- 
petitors at other points along its lines, thus discriminating against complainant. 

"Tlic Commission advised the complainant that it appears from an 
examination of the contract enternl Into l)y snid coniplaiiiant with 
respondent that subject matter of complaint is covi>red ; or infende<l 
to Ih! covereil, by agreement wliieh, if Ibia is the case, would render 
it a mailer to l)e determined by the Conrts, and this t'ommiwion 
would have no anihorily in llie preniisi-s. 'riie allegation in your 
replication that certain verlml repriMtenlnlious were made by tbe agent 
uf the Railroad Com|inny at tlie time of cxei'ution nt contract, 
whirli formed n iHirt of said eontmet dam nut alter Ihe cnse, hk 
tlie effect of such verlml reiiresentatlou iiiHin the cimtrad would 
also be a question for the I'JiurtM to determine. The t'uniniisHlon 
in unable to see any fiMiture of the eaie as pnwnted by the iileadlnzs 
whL<'b would confer jiirisdiclioD n|Hin it. I'pon fads, and for the 
rensuii stated, tlic complaint is therefor*' dismiss'^]." 
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No. 396. 

WILLIAM L. LOESER vs. CENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA 
TRACTION COMPANY. 

AV. 1.. t^lKSKll, for Coiiu>liiiunnl. 
WOI.FK & BAILKV, for Rtaiioudent. 



The comjilainant net forth in his eotuplaint thnt the said CompHn; has rpcrived 
its frnpclilst's fnim Ihi- ('ity of narnNlnin; nnil is ituw niiorntiax uudur Haii) frau- 
I'liiif. Tliiil thi' growth «f tlic Hly nii<l llir I'Xti'tisivc tmlHu tci iiiiil frum IlarriHburg 
hiiH mailo it nii'i'ssiiry for t[ti- runvr'nii'ii.-c niicl ncii'iiiiiiodntiun of tlie |>eo|)te of the 
I'ily, Hint thf »iii<I TrnclloD Coiii|>auy Hlimild upi>n)(<' uiehl cars. It m uhun-n llint 
nn avi-rnRi: uf tnn bimtlrrd ami lwenty-fl\i' lUiHwneprH nrrEre Id IlnrriKlmrg during 
the iatcn-al uf time Ih'Iivi>pii V2.!ii A. M., tlie time the laKt cnt leaves the tuiiinri', un- 
til o.(NI A. M., whi'Q the ears Ik-kiii miinine for Ihe duy. Tills aiiniWr of pas- 
:U'nx<Ti< are those which airive at tlie t'liiua Slntioii. It is also shim-a Ihnt nixty- 
Boven rrcVTM leave Kuula on the I'eiiuHylvanin and Northern Central Ituihvnj's, aad 
that nioKt of these men have frciineiit oei'asiuu to use sui-li uig:ht eats, beeause of tile 
dUtanee they are oi>iiKi'd to travel to reaeh llicir honieM, The general ]iiiblie noeil 
IIiIm ai'coiumodation, and Ihe imRsencor traffic? cnlerinu ami leaving IlnrrlHlnir); dnririH 
Ihc hours mentioned is of KulBeioDt lungtiiuide to warrant tlje (Jouiiiauy in granting 
te the peoiiie the privilecc they demaad. 

'riio answer at the reHiiondenl set forth as folloivs: 



"The tVKiiondeDt admits that it U oirerating a number of lines of 
sin-et railway in the ('ity o( llftrtiRbiirg, and the terriliiry adjaeeut 
thereto, in Itanphin County. I'eunsylvnnin. under fninehisen from 
the Kinle and Ihe hieal Mnniei)ialities, wliieli make it ilx duty, and 
iTHiuire it, to furuiah such street car serviec as the public needs 
may reasonably require. 

"The reHiKiudent <lenies. however, that there is any reasonable 
nei-MKily for the ronvinience and a<iiiinmi)dation of the public that 
its earn Rbould lie oiierated at night, as pmyed in the (.-uniplaint 

'The res|K)uiIi'nt deniiv thai llietv is an average of two hnndrrd and 
twenty-five iinHKenieni arriving in Ilnrrisburg at the t'nion Rtntioii 
diiring the interval of time iH'tween 12:'2i and rctM) A. SI.; an<l, on 
till- itmtmry, says, that it is informed and believes, and tlierefore 
nverK, that Ihe numlier of luisKengent so arriving in IlnniHlmn; 
Ix-tween the Knid times, und nut continuing on to some other desll- 
tiatlnii by Nti-nni railroad, is not In exci™ cf si-venty-five. 

"The rps|Kindeut objects that the numlier of raiiroa<l train crews 
leaving Kiiola, a |ioint Ave mitcH distant from IlurriKlmrg, awl live 
niiles diitiant fruni the ni>ar>'Ht |io1nt of i^onni'i'llon with the rexpim- 
dent's lineH of milwny. In n<it material -to, and has no hearing upon, 
the subject matter of the eumplaint. 

"For further answer to the said complaiut, the respondent says 
that there is no public ne«I for the iwrvice prayed for: that the 
expense of such M-rvlce, and the rust of oiwrating its lines, even 
by cars at infreiiuent Inten'als, during the hours mcntioneil In tlic 
complaint, wonlil l>e far in excess of any iiusxible receipts there- 
from, and that to comiiei the n«]iondent so to »|H<rate its lines 
would lie to unjustly liurden it for the benelli of a fi-w Individuals alone. 

"Rcspimdent sal's thnt it lias a large amount of comiiarative statis- 
tics bearing upon the senemi subject matter nf the eumplaint, and 
also figiircH ns lo the costs of oiiernlion of sneh serviei' and probalile 
receipiN, etc., which are ion vofuminous, nud in too great detail, lo 
lie cfinveiiieiitry mnih- a part of this answer, Tiint it will In- pre- 
l>are(l, npon any lieaHuK ri'ipiin-d b.v Ihe (■onuuission. In furnish 
full facts statistics and fisnres sfinwing lliat there is not public ueiil 
for the service prayed for, and tlint the e:tpeuse thereof would bo 
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80 great as to make it unreHSonable and unjust that the respondeat 
should be compelled to operate its cars as prayed io the complaint. 

"The reapDndent also filed the followine exhibits: 

No. 1. Chart showing passengei travel od the lines of the Central 
PennsflvaDia Traction Company, upou an ordinary day, in this 
case, Tuesday, B'ebniary the 8lh, 1910, between the hours of 4:30 
A. M. and 12.50 A. M. 

No. 2. Chart showing average daily operating expenses and receipts 
on the lines of the Central Pennsylvania Traction Company, for the 
month of January, by ten minute periods, from 4.30 A. M., to 
5.50 A. M., and from 11.00 1'. M., to 12.50 A. M. 

No. 3. A blue print labulatinj; results of correspondence by the 
Central Pennsylvania Traction (<mnauy with other tympanies, as 
lo the operation or non operation of Night" cars, receipts, etc. 

"No, 4. List of Companieit operating "Night" cars, with ceriaiu 

"No. 5. r.ist of Companies not operating "Night" cars etc. 

"No. 0. Tabulation fhowmg results of -NiKlit" car serviccit January 
the 13th and 14lh, 1910, u|K»n the lines of tlie t^enlral Pennsylvania 
Traction Company. 

"No. 7. Statement of passensers arriving at Union Station. Harris- 
burg, between the hours of 12.30 A. M.. and 5.00 A. M., durins the ten 
days from March the 3rd to ISlh inclusive ; and also arrivals at the 
Lochiel, Commonwealth and Metropolitan Ilotels, for the same ten 
days, between 12.30 A. M.. end 5.00 A. M. These data were obtained 
from the Transfer Agent at the station who kept a careful record, 
and hy inquiry at the hotels mentioned. 

"No. 8. Tabulation of places operating and not operating "Night" 
cars, with results etc., prepared by the Birmingham Street Railway 
Company, of Birmingham Alatmma. 

"No. k Estimates of costs and receipts of "Night" car service on 
lines of (he Central Pennsylvania Traction Ikimpany. 

"No. 10. Tabulation of passengera carried on "Night" car between 
Enol.1 and Harriaburg hourly service of the Valley Traction Company. 
NOTK: This service was insllluted tor the convenience of the Penn- 
sylvania Kailroad Company, which guarantees the Traction Company 
against loss in operation. 

No. 11. Letters received by the Central Pennsylvania Traction Com- 
pany from (he operating officials of different street railway companies, 
in repLy to request for information as to "Night" car service in other 
places, its expense and the receipts therefrom. 

"No. 12. Jictlers and data received by and compiled by (he American 
Street and Interurban Railway Association, as to "Owl" ear service." 



A hearing was held, testimony taken, briefs tiled, and numerous petitiooa signed 
by residents of the City of Harrisburg, were also filed, retiuesting said service. 

JjaCer the respondent advised the C^mmissioo that tbey lind agree<l Co institute an 
experimental test of night uptown service in order to detenuine whether or not there 
exists the demand for such service as set forth in (he complaint. 

Careful and complete records of the test will be kept and data furnished lo (he 
Commission at (he proper time. 



THE PITTSBURGH CUT FLOWER COMPANY vs. THE BAL- 
TIMORE AND OHIO RAILROAD COMPANY. 



Complainant filed a petition requesting that the respondent Company resume its 
local service west of Pittsburgh on the schedule which it formerly had prior to 
September 2Ttb, 1900, and \ibict scheduled (rain No. li>^ to arrive at Allegheny Ci(y 
at 6:30 A. M. 

The complaint was ordered to be considered In connection with the compk^nt of 
Louis B. Titzel. et al. (See case 279, paR Np, ^=— )■ 
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Mo. 398. 

CITIZENS OF TIPTON vs. ALTOONA AND LOGAN VALLEY 
ELECTRIC COMPANY. 



A petition was filed with the Cummtssiou bf Chp dtixena of ihe village of Tijilon, 
Itiair County, FennsylvBiiia, rp(|iiesting that a shfiiter station be erected at Tipton 
oil the line of the respondent Company. 

In aDBwer the ppspondent advised the Comniisaion that the total number of paa- 
senftera that come to that atalion, goiug both East and West, amounts to an 
average of CT each (lay of ninetecu hours. Ah Hie cars pase this point on an averaee 
of every fifteen minutes the travel is less than one passenger each trip and it 
would be inadvisahie to put n stalion there as the name would be o lonfinit place for 
tramps, aa it would he jinpoxsible lo have anj-one in charge on acciiUQt of the 
buaineas beins unprofitable. 

An inveBtigation nan made by the ('omuiisfion and after due cuusideratioD the 
Ommiaaion advised Ihc complainant and reapondent that it rpTOmmendeil the erec- 
tion and maintenance, at approiimalply the location ilesired by the petitioners, of 
n shelter station auitnbie for the ni-cimiioodation of Hie traveling public. The re- 
apimdent u'lvised the ComniisHion that it had ciituplied with the recommendation of 
the Commission nnd had ercHinl a stutiou nl that iiolnt. The caac was laarkeil 



Ko. 399. 

STUCKER BROTHERS CONSTRUCTION COMPANY vs. 
PHILADELPHIA AND READING RAILWAY COMPANY- 
BALTIMORE AND WASHINGTON CAR DEMURRAGE 
BUREAU. 



Complaint was made fur the refund of 530.00 for car service on a private car 
placed on a rented sidlnK. 

Itea[)ondent ciimpnn.v ndvisi^d th>' Ccimuiission that tbn niatemenl made in com- 
plaint ia in error; that it nlleires apparently that the denuirraEe charge of $30.00 
was charsed for a private car on a n^nted siding; that the facts were Ihat the car 
stood on (he comimny's siding from Xon-mlier Ttb (o Dii'embor ^Itrd, 1009, and 
that it wan for that period that the demurrage charge of $30.00 accrued ; on December 
24th the car was moved to Probt's private siding; that there were no demurrage 
■barges against it since it had been placed on that siding. 

The complainant was advisee) that the per diem rate charged for the detention 
oi' this car was authorized by (he \<-t of r,egislature approved May 24lh, 1007, and 
in the absence of any refutation of the facts set forth in the answer o£ the re- 
apondenl, the Commission marked the case closed. 
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EDWARD RANDELL vs. THE CENTRAL RAILROAD COM- 
PANY OF NEW JERSEY. 



CumplaiQant set furlli tlmt imiirupcr Inniaft-v olinr 
Liy the CiC7 TraiiRCrr ('ompany for itie tntnsft-r iif i 
through from CatasauquH to N>wville, 

The reipoDdent ailvisoil that Uioir lariFT iDglnirtinns to AK^niH i-overinjc the trans- 
portatioa of a corpse piuvided tliat, "The niiniiuuin rale for a corpse ticket is 
fl.OO and applies loeully or ro puiuts cii pouiii'diii!!: lin™, (■xce])t wliprp n waitoii 
Ininsfer is iieeessary, in which cuae the «i>r|)8e sliouliJ le tiokeleii ouly I" tlie transfi-r 
IHiiDt." That the difficulty in thin cmhc nne cmised by the agent nt Calaaauqua 
assuming that, as the stations ot the rhiladeiphia & ICeading Railway and the 
C'limberland Valley Tlnilroad were in such cIcHse proximity, n wagon transfer was 
not necessary, and inasmuch as the axent erruneously ticketed the curiise tlirvuch, 
the amount tliat (he complainant wua required to pay for transfer charges would be 
ri'Iuuded. 






inrkcd closed. 



EDWARD SCHENK vs. RAILROAD COMPANIES. 
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llic ri'gulalions ot said railroads. 

The Complainant was adris<<<l that this CimiraissioD secx nntliiug unreatioDablc 
ill (he recommendnliun by the railroadii of thii> State, which renuircs (he use of imi- 
ri.vm bills of lading such ns were reconiniended hy the In(etH(nlp Commerce Cora- 
luistiion ; and further, the detail of the color Hcheme prescribed for the several forms 
lo lie used for order shipmenta, slraight C()nKiCTmFii[B , etc., sppears to this C«m- 
miiwioa ns n mnttor which should readily be agreed upon between the shipper and 
the carrier, and the case was, therefore, marked closed. 
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PITTSBURGH KENNYWOOD PARK COMPANY, LIMITED 
vs. PITTSBURGH AND LAKE ERIE RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



The complaiDant , A. S. McSwigan, wbo nas the lessee and oi>erator of Kenii;- 
wood Park, an amusement rt'iiurt located in MifflJD TunQshiii. Atleghen; Count;, 
rrqneeted the respondent Cumpaay to furnish aa eieuraluQ rate from Bronnaville 
to Rankin, tbe nearest point to t'lie Park. The respondent replied that they coutd 
not give this rate, and. exacted a rate of two cents per mite. The complainant 
ndvised tbe Commission that a rate of this character would be prohibitive, and 
pointed out that the resjMindcnt C.'um[)aaf had furnished excursion ratea to and from 
another amiisemctiC place, kntiwti as Cascade Park, thus discriminating against 
(he complaioant. 

After a consideration of tbe matter the Commission advised the complainant that 
special rales are not Hiibjwt to the provisions of the Constitution regarding the long 
and short haul, and an the authority of the Commission to require railroad com- 
panies to issue siiecial excursion rates to any given point on their lines does not 
appear, the relief pmycd for could not be giveL. 

Case marked closed. 



J. K. P. SHOEMAKER vs. PITTSBURGH RAILWAYS COM- 
PANY. 



Complainant advised the Commission thnt the electric connections between the 
bells on the platform and the push buttons of the cars of the Homestead and Forl)es. 
Ptreet line were out of repair, thereby causing much annoyance to the passengers. 

Respondent company repcrti>d that a considerable number of push button bat- 
teries were out of order but that orders had been given to have the some repaired 

As this, satisfied the complaint, the same was marked closed. 



Mo. 404. 

BEAR LAKE BOROUGH vs. ERIE RAILROAD COMPANY. 



Tbe complainanIR advised the Commission (hnt the new time card of the Eirie 
Railroad, which went into eftecl January ICth, ISIO, made it impossible tor the 
people of Bear Lake to reach the city of Corry and return tbe Mine day. Tb^ 
5—27—1910 



66 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE Off. Doc 

Bdded that the city of Corry had enjoyed the biiaioeBS patronage of the people of 
Bear Lake and they desired a continuance of game. 

The complainants, through I>ewia Drown, the Burgesa of Bear Lake, therefore, 
petitioD<>d the CoDiinlaaioii to have train No. 5, westward bound, and either train 
No. 6 or No. 8, eastward bound, stop at Bear I^ke. 

Afler considerable correspondence with the parties interealed, the Commisaion 
concluded its iDrestigatioD of the matter and made a recommendation (o the effect 
that Bear Lake shall be made a Sag stop for train No. 8, caathound , at 3:05 P. M., 
which arrangement enables the cicizcna of that place to go to Corry on train No. 7, 
paaaing Bear T.Bke, wpstward, at 12:28 M., thua enabling them to spend two hours 
in Corry for the transaction of business and return to Ciioir homes the same after- 
noon. The case was narked Uosed. 



SILLER, NARTEN, BARNES COMPANY vs. TRUNK LINE 
MILEAGE TICKET BUREAU. 



Cnmplninnnt sot forth that Inlcrohiinircnble Mileaee Tii-kot No. A-717Sil was 
being used by onp of their employees who was suddenly cnllnl away to the sinte of 
Mississippi and they were compelled to put another man in bis place; that another 
IntorchanKcable Ticket was purchased by Ibis man and attached the rewipt for 
that purchase to the unused portiou of Ticket No. A-TITSD, requesting a refund 
for 123 miles unusi^l. and Ibot respondent refused to make refund. 

Tbe Commission advised complainant that the contract between the purchaser of 
aucb tickets and the Company is, in the opinion of the Commission, binding upon 
both parties thereto, and the interpretation thereof made by the Trunk Lines Mileage 
Ticket Bureau is not in contraTention of the same, and, therefore, said contract 
being the subject of your complaint . the Commission is without jurisdiction in the 



ELMER C. ANDERSON vs. PITTSBURGH RAILWAYS COM- 
PANY. 



The proceedings in this case were instituted by Mr. Elmer C.Anderson, who 
complained (hat on boardinc a Centre & Necley car nt tbe corner of Atwood and 
Forbes Streets, paying fare as he entered, it lieing a car of the type known as "Pay 
an you enter," bound for the Snulh Side, which course npcessitated a change of cars 
at Brady Strwt. When Brady Street naa n^ached the complainant requested a 
transfer to ihe South Side and the conductor in charge of tbe car refused to give 
seme;- that Ihe complainant was thereby compelled to pa; the additional fare on ^he 
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Respoodent Company advised that it ia a ruie of the Company, notices of which 
are pasted in a|l cars, requiring pasaengerB to ask for transfers when paying fare. 
This has been a long eatabliahed rule and is printed distinctly upon the bocks of 
all transfers. The purpose of the rule ia to prevent a passenger getting a transfer 
and then, later, asking fur another transfer. If this rule were not enforced, there 
are places on the system where pasaengere could ride continuously, transferring 
on a transfer from one line to another ; Ibat tbe rule is a reasonable one and that tbe 
Company has had great difNenlty in the abuse of Ihi^ transfer system by the trading 
of transfers and changing of time. 

The Commission advised the complainant that, inasmuch as, from the explanation 
contained in Che answer of the respoudent, the regulation complained of appears 
to the Commission to be a reasonable one and considers that the same disposes 
of tbe complaint. 



EDWARD SCHENK vs. PITTSBURG & LAKE ERIE RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 



The complainant alleges Chat time table of the respondent Company, dated No- 
vember, IfHW, gives the distance from I'iKshurK to McKees Rocks as seven miles, 
whereas tbe complainant alleges that tbe actual distance is only 3.2 miles, and that 
the actual mileage should be charged instead of that as set forth in the time table. 

The respondent company advised that the distance, as set forth in the time table, 
from Pittsburg to McKees Rocks is 3.5 miles, and that the complainant was in error 
ii< his statement, and that mileage was taken on that basis. 

The complainant advised the Commission of his desire to withdraw complaint, and 
[he case was dismissed. 



CORRY HIDE AND FUR COMPANY vs. THE PENNSYLVA- 
NIA RAILROAD COMPANY. 



The romplninnnts. dealers in hides, made ooraijlaint to the Commission regard- 
ing the handling in (he freight uarehousi', of bides in such a manner as to damage 
and destroy marks and tags upon them ; that tbe same were not the property of 
the complainant, but conBisnments to them from other shippers, until (bey reached 
com plat nan ts' warehouse and were there uoigbed and inspected. 

The Commission, after considering the circuiu stances of the romplaiuC, advised 
the complainant thai tinder the stnled facts si't forth in the complaint, the shipper 
or consignor was the only proper complainant, and in the absence of a complaint 
from that source tbe Commission dae»< not feel warranted in pursuing the matter 
further, and the case was marked dismissed. i i n ■ 
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MILL CREEK COAL COMPANY vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 



Complaint was made to the CummiaBion on the shipment ot s car containing anthra- 
cite coal, from Maucfa CImnk, Penna., to Belmont and Girard Avenues, Phil- 
adelphia; that the Railroad Company charged on a mtnimum freight rate over 
and al>ave the actual contents of the car, and requested that a refuDd be made 
to them. 

Upon receipt of the answer of the reapoadent Ooupaay, the complainant 
was advised that the CommiBsion wea of the opinion that, inasmuch as the 
rates quoted in the tariff of the Railroad Company, applicable to anthracite coal, 
were based on carload shipments only and if made for less than carload shipments 
the rates would presumably be higher ; that the prescription by the carrier 
oC the minimum and maximum carload rates for that commodity, as set forth 
in a notice to agents and shippers, is not an unreasonable regulation, and, there- 
fore, the case was dismissed. 



ARTHUR BENDLE vs. JOHNSTOWN PASSENGER RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 



This proceetlinj; was InKlituted by Arthur Bendle of Johostowu, complaining 
that the car leaving Franklin Borough at 5:00 A. M. aod returning to Juhnstowa 
was overcrowded and (hat other service should be installed on this trip. 

Respondent advised that this car started from the Franklin loop at 546 a. H. 
each morning for Che special purpose of accommodating the night shift of the 
E'ranklin I'lant of the Cambria Steel Company, which goes off duty at 5:00 A. M. 
Onlinnrily a large Dumber of these employees walk from Ihe plant to their 
homes, but that on occasions or rainy or inclement weather a considerable nnm- 
ber of thera ride on the car; that on Ihe trip sheet, wherever the number exceeded 
aO passengers on the trip from the loop to Johnstown, more than the usual 
number ot passengers rode on account of bad weather; that in the vast majority 
of instances this car has ample capacity to accommodate all passengers and in- 
variably on the return trip it carries a very small number of passengers. 

The Commission Hquested the respoudenc to advise that, since the car seems 
to start on its initial trip in Ihe morning from the Franklin loop, if it ia not 
possible, when, because of the state of the weather or otherwise, there ia a 
crowd 10 be transferred, to put on an additional car for Ihat trip. 

The respondent advised that no nildjtional car, or trailer, would he pnt on 
purauant to the suggestion of the CnminJssion , when, on account of the stato 
of (he weather, or otherwise, a crowd is to be (ransferred. 

As this satisfied the complainant the case was closed. 
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JOSEPH D. KROUT vs. THE WILKES-BARRE RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 



ComplaiDt was tiled with the Com miss inn lliat the respuudcnt Company re- 
fused lo issue transfers on holiilays. In nuswer reapomlpnt Ccimiiaoj set forth 
that it had beeo a custom fur the [>ast fifieea years, which lias beeo advertised 
tu the public and ia sliowu ou the Iransfers of the company, that the some are 
not issued on legal holidays, and deemed it entirely reasonable owiog to operating 
conditions to refuse transfers on such dates. 

The respundfnt was ngtiestnl by the Cumniissiou to confer with the com- 
nt^rvifiv nas not satisfaclury and further proceedings necea- 
woiild again lake up (lie complaiut. \s complainant failed 
•>t result of intiTvitfw, the ense was dismissed. 



sary ibe (.'< 
to notify V< 



No. 412. 

CITIZENS OF THE BOROUGH OF COLLEGE HILL 
BEAVER VALLEY TRACTION COMPANY, 



The comptalnantt substantially alleged that certain < 
did not go to their destination and thnt the waiting ro 
not kept open until the last car departed. 

These nintters were tirout;ht tu the atti-nliun of the n 
that the service tvns improved. 



SAMUEL E. CAVIN vs. PHILADELPHIA AND READING 
RAILWAY COMPANY. 



Complaint was made reenidine the riglit of llic vesjiondcnt Company in re- 
fuKing to carry to the Reading Terminal coniplainaut. who had purchased an eK- 
ciirsion ticket from Cohimhia .Vvenue Stiilion to Jenkintown and return — the price 
being the same to Jenkintown and refurti from Coiumhia Avenue Station and 
tlic Market Street Terminal Slaliou: and that it was an mijiiHt dia< 
ngalnat (he complninant. 
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Respondent Company in their answer advised that they had complied with the 
contract sirictly aad that oomplainani desired to ride to a point beyond that to 
which his lichet rend. He was required by the conductor to pay his tare for the 
extra distance traveled. Conductors cannot be authoriied to accept tickets to 
paints Iwyond Ihoso shown on the face of the ticket. The fact that for competitive 
reasons an excursion ticket coveritig n loncer distance over the same line can 
ijc purchased for the same price does not effect the iiet-essity for observing the 
regulation above referrc<l to. 

■ The complainant was Informed of the answer of the respondent and in the ab- 
sence of any comment on the same by him, the case waa dismissed. 



WILLIAM C. BURTT vs. PITTSBURGH RAILWAYS COM- 
PANY. 



Complaint was made regarding the withdrawal of transfer privileges between 
the Highland Park District and Sbarpsbnrg, setting forth that same was refused 
to complainant's fnHier-in-law March (Jth, 1010. 

The respondent advised the Commission that there has been no withdrawal of 
transfer privileges; it may bo that some ot the rules of the Company have not 
been enforced. In this particular case respondent is at a loss to understand just 
what cars were used and requests that complainant call upon the General Super- 
intendent and state exactly what oci'urred and a satisfactory explanation will l>e 

A cop; of this answer was sent to the complainant with the suggestion that he 
call on the General Superintendent of the respondeat Company. As complainant 
failed to advise ihe CumraisRion of the result of this 

llllUkHl l-\lM-.. 



BELFAST SLATE COMPANY vs. LEHIGH VALLEY RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 



(. on pta nant brou^t to t1 c attent on of the Comm ss on all ged o er harge n 
freght on eh pment of state from Narareth to I nden s al ng Ihat the lanff 
g en by the res ondent at the t mc of s! pment wa-i ]■) enis | er cut and the 
same tar ff named at 1e pre nt t m that an add onul cl rt.e of .jj nts per 
cut nas made on h a sh p nent 

The r apond nt ad sed 1 at I rec lar p bl >ihed rate from Belfast to T inden s 
n a 1 p f a c nb na on f t «!<! e 1 cen s fro n Belfast to Fasten an 1 

13 cen R fr n En n to 1 o le t s bn th Inland of $28 S" vas properly 
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culli'otfKl : that the roKpoDdvnt's claiiQ dppnrtiut'DC iuformei] tlie coin plai mint thnt 
tbey had localed a lower cumhiaalioa . via Ncnhprry Junction, i. e. . 12 ceuta to 
Newberry Junction and 3 cents to Llmlcn. or 15 cents thtuugb, on which basis 
they were willing to protect on thin Hbipment, making an overcharge of ^18.34, 
and that the agent of reBponcient at Belfast had offered this amount to the com- 
plainant but it was refused. 

The Commission, after advising tbe respondent that the rate of 13 cents per 
cwl. was a published tarilT and tlu- samp tariff nnrned at the present time, the 
respondent advised that tbe tarilf wbJcb was referred to and mentioned by the 
complainant is applicable where tbe shipments originate with the Bangor & 
I'ortland Railroad Company. However, in view of the fact that tbe 13 cent 
rate was in existence in connection with the Bangor & I'ortland Railroad Com- 
pany at the time this shipment moved, tbe respondent is willing to reduce 
charges to the basis named in that tariff and malie refund for the overcharge 
on the shipment in question. 

Xolite to this effect was given cuiniihiinant coiuimny and case cluacd. 



RESIDENTS OF SHERWOOD AND ANGORA vs. THE PENN- 
SYLVANIA RAILROAD COMPANY. 



The petitioners in this case nought the restorati<in of the passenger station on 
the line of the respondent at Angora. They agrivd to pnH?uru for tlie resiiondeut 
a right of way over a certain piivnte street and to notes representing a total 
gross income of $10,l»C3.w per year. 

Tlie Board of Directors of the resiionrleut l^mpany linnlly passed a resolution 
aulhorizinK the re-esiablisbment of the slatiou with tlie understanding that if 
the business resulting therefrom shall not justify its continuance the same will 
be at)andaned. 



No. 417. 

GEORGE A. SIMS vs. BUFFALO & LAKE ERIE TRACTION 
COMPANY. 



The complainant allegeii that the respondent charged on its Westlield line a 
10 cent fare to all points East of the Krip City line to and including Wesleyville, 
whereas on the [.iinillH line opejiitini: on i'liint Sixth Slreet In Krie and the I-nke 
ItiMid. exiendiii;: tn Four Mile CriH'k, iipiidislant with Wesleyville. a single 
fare of five cents Is charKPil, being a discriiiiinalins operation ncainst the resi- 
dents of Buffalo Road alon; Ihi- line to Wesleyville. 
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Ad invt'sliKaliiiii un Ihi- iinrt of tin' Cuminixniun , which ini'liiili-<l a mnf^rcno*! 
with J. U. Caliwli, Vi(T rii-Hiiletit of i-<^|Hjtiiicn! t'ctmimDy, litvught alxiul Ihe 
CBtablishinent of a Ti ci'nt fare fruiu WcitieyvilJc In Erie, thus itatiafyiDg the com- 



Ko. 418. 

WALTER A. RUMSEY et al vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 



CHESrKR H. FARH, Jr.. 

WILLIAM A. UI.ASGOW. Jr.. tor Comploi 



Tlie complainaniB in this oasc filei) a pi-litiun bHfnrp Ilii' CommisHioii , nitkjni; tliat 
the n«poQdent Company be compelled lo maiiilain a reasonable hfkI just nito of 
passenger fare for the carriage of jiaaseugera between 40th Street Station and 
Broad Street Station, in Ihe cltj- of Thitadelphin. 

The CommisBioD , after considering aiiid petition, advised the complainant that, 
First; The palninnge of 40th Street Station has by no means, according to ia- 
fonnalioD received by the t'ommisision, come up to Ihe representations made at 
the time of the bearing on that iiuestiou at n former complaint. Second: At that 
hearing it nan understooil by tlie Commission, from the represeu tat ions of both 
tbe pelitlonera for that slntron and their cnunsel, that the petitioners would be 
'satisfied with n fare which they were assured would be not less Chan 10 cents. 
Several of them expressed themselves lo thai effect and no fare leas than that 
amount was at that lime spoken of. Third: At that time, as well as at the 
present, it was well known that that uas ibe furc in effect at ri2nd Street and that 
no commutation or other lower fares were given enst of Overbrook and for 
similar distances in other direclions on the Pennsylrania lines, about a Sv^-mile 
tone having been established by the Itnilmnd (-'ompnny on that acconot. By a 
comparison with S2nd Street and other points similarly located in other divisions, 
it was known lo all thai no ■■ommiilntinn rntrs were to l>e expected. 

For these reasons it would seem that it wonld be wiser for the petitioners lo 
wait until something like Ihe great DE'iTs^ity fur Ibe maiDtensnce of the 40th 
Street station which they, in the fonper hearing, declared to exist, has been 
demonstrated before procee<Iing lo invoke Ihe aid of the Commission to obtain a 
lower fare than that whieh they no doubt expected would be established for that 

The Cnminission deemed it inadvisable lo axilate a reduction in rate. 
CaKC marked eluK<-d, 
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FRED C. GREENE vs. ADAMS EXPRESS COMPANY. 



Alleging diicrimination , complaint was iiiatle tbat tbe respondent refused to 
extend to the complainant pick-up and wagon delivery service witli wliich he bad 
formerly been served. 

The respondent Company advised tbe Commission that arrangements had been 
made to collect and deliver ahipments at the residence of tbe cumplainant, and 
the case was marked closed. 



No. 420. 

PAUL J. SHERWOOD vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 



Complainant alleged tbat tbe rate on bouseboM goods from East Bloomaburg to 
Rita, Penna., was unreasonable and requested that a rebate be nllowed on said 
shipment. 

Respondent Company advised the CommiBsion thnt the rates referred to by the 
complainant arc publisbcd r]na« rates between the potnts in question, but, inas- 
much as a revision of tbe rates in this territory is under way, temporary rates of 
25 cents first class and 20 cents second class, from East Bloomsbui^ to Rita, 
and 22 cents first class and IT cents sernnd class from Nescopeck to Rita were 
issued, which rates to cover abipmi'nis if household goods in less than carload 
lots and carloads with a minimum of 12,000 pounds respectively. 

Under these rates respondent made a revision to complainant for overcbai^ 
on shipment and case marked closed. 



, M. MORIN, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC SAFETY, PITTSBURG 
vs. DUQUESNE INCLINED PLANE COMPANY. 



The complainonl, by reason of informiilion received by bim, alleged tbat tbe 
respondent Company overloaded its cara at ceriain hours of the day to such an 
extent as to invite an accident. 
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The reiipanilent , which operates an inctinei] plane, cnrryinK paxacDKi^rB fnim 
CaraoD City to Duquesne Heights and return, made answer to the complaint that 
their can could eaailjr and safely acc-omnKiilate thirty people, and in regard to 
the safety of operation stated that the fact lliat the line has been running about 
thirty years and baa carried more than twenty millions of people without injury 
to either a passenger or an employee, is sufficient evidence that every precaution ia 
taken to safeguard the interests of the public. 

A personal investisation of the plane was made by the Marshal of the Com- 
mission after which the couiplainaut was advised that the facilities for the load- 
ing and unloading of paasenRers are reasonably safeguarrled and that instructions 
have been i8sue<l to the respondent to allow not more than thirty persons to ride in 
a car at one time. The CummtsBioo also notified Che reepondent to keep (he 
entrance to the ears closed while the same ate in transit, and in reply thereto the 
respondent Informed the Commisgiou that it would instnll automatic door closers 
OD the cars. The case was, therefore, closed. 



S. K. TAYLOR et al vs. PHILADELPHIA RAPID TRANSIT 
COMPANY. 



The complainants, who were employed at the Philadelphia Navy Yard, com- 
plained of the abandonment of trolley scrvivu on the League Island line between 
rhiladelphia and Sliunk Street from February I!>th Co March 31st, thereby causing 
great physical inconvenience and pecuniary loss to those employed at that yard. 

Respondent Company, replyinj to said complaint, advised the Commission thai 
the line was reopened on April 4ih, IfllO, with the full schedule of twenty cars. 
As this action on Che part of respondent Company satisfied complaint, it was 
marked closed. 



m. 483. 

LEHIGH VALLEY COLD STORAGE COMPANY vs. RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANIES. 



A complaint was made to the Commission regnrdins carload shlpmentfi of eggs 
fram the west, in the spring, reiniesting that the same privlleKes should be af- 
forded complainant as giren other warehouses in other sections, namely: that 
enge in carload lots were billed to complainants at South Bethlehem. P. & R. 
delivery, and Cake Philadelphia freight rate, and roquesCcd that same freight 
> Philudcl[diia by pnyinu no nildittonal switching charge 



Complainant was advined thin 
plaint as it referre<l solely Co in 
it Itas DO Jurisdiction. 
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No. 424. 

SAMUEL R. CARTER vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 



The complaiDant made a oomplaint regarding storage charges accruing on pacb- 
QKCH left for cwmjilainoDl and remuining in the parwl room over twenty-four 
hours, requesting that the Kspoodent be compelled to notify the consignee tliat 
they had been received. 

The (.'ommiHsioD advised the complaiQant that, if the railroads were required to 
give this Dotitication , even though retxirnpensed for the expense of the postage 
thereon, the giving of such notices would require pretty strict attention on the 
part of their agents at the various stations, aud the occupation of more or less 
of their time for that purpose, it is [losaiblf that they might discontjntte this 
cheap package service rather than uuijertake it iu that manner. Therefore, the 
Mse is dismissed. 



JESSE RANSBERRY vs. DELAWARE, LACKAWANNA AND 
WESTERN RAILROAD COMPANY. 



Complainant adviaed the Commission that bill of lading on drilling machines 
shipped to Tohyhanne, I'enua., Novemljer 30lh, 190S, calls for $38.40, which 
sum complainant paid and received machine. On June 2ISth complainant received 
another bill for $48.00; that he wrote the agent at Heaver Falls and was quoted 
weight and rate as what was paid ; that the respondent Company instituted a 
suit to recover the difference between $38.40 and $48.00, and that camplainant had 
BO far refused to pay the difference. 

The Commission advised the complainant that it is impossible to give a re- 
liable opinion without knowing all of the facta of the case, and in any event 
would hesitate to express any opinion in a matter which is pending in legal 
proceedings. 

The attitude of tlie Commission has always been that where a shipper before 
shipment makes inquiry and obtains the rates and in reliance tbereou makes a 
shipment, the Company is bound by the rate thus quoted him, provided there is 
no collusion, but where the shipment is made without prior ascertaining the rales, 
the shipper would be held liable for the rates then in effect, notwithstanding 
there might be an error by the agent in making out bill for the same subsequently. 
Later the Commission advised the complainant (hat the Commission cannot as- 
sume to advise regarding a pending law suit, and the case, therefore, is dismissed. 
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T. J. CARROLL vs. DUQUESNE INCLINED PLANE COM- 
PANY. 



This conptaint concerned the redemption of unuBpd tickets on tbe line of the 
respondent Company. I^e respondenl Inalsted opon the personal appearance of 
the complainant at tbe office of the Inclined Platie in order to obtain tbe re- 
demption of Ibe tickets. Tbe Commission held that the matter conld be adjusted 
l>y mnii, but further helcl that If it were found that unfair adrantage were taken 
by comptainnnt ivilely for the purpose of eml>BiTaa8inK the renpondent, the Com- 
mlRalon would, upon the r(s?cipt of such report, consider this phaae of tbe case. 



No. 427. 

WILLIAM DANDO vs. BALTIMORE & OHIO RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 



In the matter of this complaint which concerned dlapariCy in rates of j 
senger fare, the Gonmleslon made the following recommendation; 

"It is hereby recommended that the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad 
Company shall not hereafler charge (or passenser (nres between points 
on ita line in this Sinte west oT Conneltaville and points on its line 
in this State east of ConnellBTille more than the agsregatp of the 
chance from the same points to CoQnellsville and thence from C^nnells- 
ville to points of dcHtinatloD." 



C. CHURCHILL vs. PHILADELPHIA RAPID TRANSIT COM- 
PANY. 



Tbe complainant advised the Commission that car No, 14S3. Seventh and Ninth, 
Broad ani) Cambria TMiision of the Philadelphia Rapid Transit Company, was 
in a deplorable condition , it rocked to such an extent that tbe paasengers were 
made dluiy, nil were excited. The two conductors were kept busy replacing the 
trolley pole, which was thrown off by the rocking of the car, which greatly de- 
layed the progress of the same. 

The Commission advised the complainant that bis complaint wonid be con- 
sidered with tbe Inyesligation now in prognaa on the complaint of tbe BreniBK 
Telegraph, et nl. 
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H. G. MANNING vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



CoDiplamant alleged exclusive rate of fare was charged by the respoDdent Com- 
pany between Eost Liberty aticl Nadine, sottins furth that 12 cents was charged 
from East Liberty (u Nailine. a diHtauce uf 3.2 miles, while the fare from East 
Liberty to ABiiitiwail, I'pqn., a distanee of 2.4 miles, is T centa, and that, tbere- 
furc, OD an increased mileaKe of .S of a mile, 5 cents extra is ubarged. 

The complainant was advised Ibat the CommiesioD, after an eiaminatioD of 
tbe time-tables and the distances shown on same from I'lttshureh to Nadine is 
tixureil via 2i)tb Street and the Allegheny Valley Railroad: and that Ibe estimat- 
ed distance between East Liberty and Nadine, wbicb complainant no doubt ar- 
rivd at by subtracting the distance from Union Depot to East Liberty from tbe 
time-table dislanee to Nadine, is therefore not correct; in other worda, the actual 
distance front East Liberty Station to Nadine via Brilliant cut-off is not S.2 miles 
a^ appears by complainant's deduction, but 4.2 miles, nccordins to a state- 
ment by an official of tin? Railrood ('ompany in onswer to an inquiry from the 
Commission, and the case was, therefore, dismisBed. 



Ho. 430. 

THE EVENING TELEGRAPH OF PHILADELPHIA « al vs. 
THE PHILADELPHIA RAPID TRANSIT COMPANY. 



This and similar complaints concerned the enuipment and service of the re- 
spondent's line and as tbe result the Commission secured the services of 
Messrs. Ford, Bacon & Davis of New York, experts in investigations of this 
character, with inslruetJons to make an exhaustive investigntiot) and to report to 
the Commission upon the completion of their work. 



CITIZENS AND RESIDENTS NEAR PASCHALL STATION vs. 
THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COMPANY. 

HAINEB D, ALBRIGHT, for Complainant. 
W. I. SCHAFFER, for Respondent. 



A petition was filed requesting the Commission to restore p. 
it the raschall Station, on the P. B. & W. branch of the r 
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A heariDg on tliis complaint was held anil t«etinioa; taken. The CommisBion, 
ifter due considers tioD, Gled (be follon-ing opinion: 

"In tlie matter of tiie complaint of residents in the vicinity of 
PaBchall Station, on tbe PtiiladelphJa, Baltimore &. Washington 
Division of the Pennsylvania Railroad, near T2nd Street, in the 
City of Philadelphia, which was abandoned as a passenger station in 
19(K, and tbc ^letition of said n-sideuta for the re-eslttblishment of 
passenger facilities at that station, tlic Commission, liaviue made a 
peraonat inspection of the neighborhood and of tlie territory trihn' 
tary to that station, and having considered the evidence which was of- 
fered by the Complainauts at the hearing held in the City Hall in the 
City of Philadelphia on June 10th. has reached the conclusion that in 
view of the facilities now offered to that community by the Respondent 
Company at Darhy Station, by the Raltimorp & Ohio Railroad Com- 
pany, at Darby Station nad at GOth Street BiHtiou, and hy the 
lines of the Philadelphia Rapid Transit Company on Woodland and 
Elmwood Avenues, no such conditions exist as would justify the 
Commisston in recommendinc to Che Railroad Company the re-opening 
of Pnachalt Station for passenger business; and the complaint is, 
therefore, dismissed. 



Ho. 432. 

WILLIAMS BROTHERS vs BUFFALO & SUSQUEHANNA 
RAILWAY COMPANY. 



The complainants petilioni'd for a suitable railroad station at Conrad. Penna., 
ou the res|)ondent"s line. 

Through correspondence with ttie respondent the Commiasion hroiighl about im- 
provements that were acceptable lo the complainants, and the ease was marked 



RESIDENTS IN VICINITY OF JACOBS vs. EAST BROAD TOP 
RAILROAD & COAL COMPANY. 



The complainonts and olhern pelitioneii for passenBer service on the Rocky 
Ridge brsnch of the respondent road, ou the ground that the 1G7 signets on 
the petition are people who go to and from Jacolw and vicinity lo work and who 
live around and in the vicinity of Jacobs. The establishment of a freight station 
at Jacobs was also petitioned for. 

In compliance with this request the Commission recommended passenger 
service but after it had been in operation for some time it developed that the 
service instituted did not furnish the accommodations which the original petition- 
ers in the ease desired, nltbough it was in accordance with the terms of their 
petition and the representations made to tbe Commission. 

The service, therefore, beinc of no benefit to the residenta in the vicinity of 
Jacobs, the recommendation for the ssme was revoked after a hearing which was 
attended by all parlits interested. 
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A. J. DETWILER vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



Complainaat in this case alleged that Use reiipoD<leiit rt'fused to fumiab stand- 
ards reguired on cam for tbe sbipinent of telephoQc poks. Tbe CummiBBiua, after 
invesligation tit the regulations set forth in tbe turiS sbeet isaiieU by tbe re- 
apODdeat, adviaed the complainant tbat tbe attitude of tbe common carrier id this 
case was Id accordance witb the rulca and reguJaiiuns adopted b; tbat CompaDy, 
and if lhi>f were retguired to furnish the atandnrda undoubtedly it would bnve tu 
charge for them. 

AJbo that tbe Commission couid not asic tbe Railroad Company to furnish 
BlaadaTds without recognizing tbe carrier's right to make the additional charge 
for the same, either as cmbrai'ed in tbe total transportatioa charges, or as a 
separate item, and in consequence of these facts tbe Commission ordered the 
complaint dismissed. 



JESSE J. SHUMAN vs. PITTSBURGH RAILWAYS COMPANY. 



Complaint was made of the failure of tbe respondent C'ompany to issue trans- 
fera on tbe Fourth of July of each year, stating tbat same was agaiost the 
general nile for street railway companies to make exception in giving transferx 
on holidays, and a great inconvenience to the traveling public. 

The respondent in its answer udvised (he Commiesion that it has never issued 
transfers on the Fourth of July, tbe rcnaous being tbat the public are not travel- 
ing on that day tu their places of employment, which was the occasion originally 
for the issuing of any tranafers ; tbat the travel is largely to the parks and 
amusement resoria and for its accommodation radical changes arc made in the 
routes of the cars to provide, for tbat day, airect service as far as possible for 
tbe people from their homes to the parks and places of amusement, which obviates 
the necessily of the larger pcri'entage of the transfers doaired on other days; that 
the car men, due to the changes of routes, are operating over streets, routes and 
intersecting lines they are not familiar with; that tbe travel is light during the 
first half of the day but much congested in the late afternoon and early evening 
and consequently moat difficult lo provide for; that the crowds on the cars at tbe 
busy times of the day are entirely unmaDSseable by tbe conductors, who, working 
at great disadvantage on the crowded cars, would be unable to properly account 
for all passengers and properly issue and inspect transfers without great delay to 
the traffic; that most of tbe important transfer points are near the parks and 
amusement resorts where the issuing of transfers with so many travelers would 
result ID great confusion , abuse . disputes and , as we believe, in great dis- 
order; that no transfer agent Dor even a number of them, could satisfactorily baadl^ 
6 
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tlie transfer buEinesa at the more importaQt iutenwctions; that the Company is 
cumpellec], owing to the uousual conditions existiDK during the day, to greatly 
iDcrease its power alation forces, track inspectont, (^rossJDg watchmen, switch 
tenders, dispatchers and inapectors on the movement of cnrs. special Inapectors 
on the Dumerous hill routes, all at au unusuaJ and iucreaavd expense anil allow 
much extra and overtime to its employees, operate with a greatly increased 
liability of accidents, owing to the crowds, new routes of cars, etc., all of which 
warrant the non-iasuance of transfers, and some reasonable compensation for its 
increased liabilities and expenaoa; that the transfers are in few casea obligatory 
and therefore tlielr issuance is subject to reasonable action regarding same on 
the part of the Company; that nil cas:-s of special obligatory or cash transfer 
tickets are continued on the Fourth of July: that in casea where transfer ears are 
operated over a short route and its traffic is Kcnerally all of a transfer character, 
the cars arc operated as usual on July Fourth hut no fare is charged on such 
cars in either direction. - 

The complainant was* advised that in (he judgraetil of the Commission the 
answer of the respondent seems to embody a fairly direct and satisfactory re- 
ply to the complaint, especially so in view of the fact that there is no legislation 
on the subject of transfers, do common practice in the matter, and there seems 
t^ be, so far as the Commission is advised, no determined and settled practice 
by any one Ompany, but to vary from time to time according to the disposi- 
tion of the Company and the apparent ncceaaities for travel they are called 
on tu accommodate. 

The case was ordered closed. 



RALPH P. TANNEHILL vs. UNITED STATES EXPRESS 
COMPANY. 



The complainant alleged that the methods of the express companies in regani 
t'l shipments of perishable goods, via: fresh meats and vegetables, from I'ltla- 
burgh to Saegertown, were discriminatory against the complainant; Ibat a ship- 
ment leaving the city of Pitlsburgli at 8:00 A. M. could arrive at Cambridge 
Springs about 1:30; that the same (rain makes a slop at Saegertown, distant 
eight miles from Cambridge Springs, and the respondent Company, which will 
occept a shipment to Cambridge Springs will not accept one to Saegertown, and 
this necessitates two shipments ; and the Wells Fargo & tympany, which is 
the only one which will accept a shipment to Saegertown to be delivered by rail, 
will send a shipment out of Pittsburgh about 10:00 A. M. which does not arrive 
in Saegertown until late in the day and is nut delivered until about TOO P. M. ; this 
means a shipment lasting lluring the entire heated portion of the day, which 
deprives the shipper of considerable market for his goods. 

The respondent advised that it is not interesied in business from Pittsburgh, 
Fenna., to Saegertown, Penna., because Saegertowu is located on the Erie 
Railroad, and the only express company on the Erie Railroad is the Wells 
Fargo & Company Express, and, therefore, if the United States Express Com- 
pany should take a shipment for Saegertown it would have to transfer it to the 
Wells Fargo & Company, and that Company would also cha^e its regular tariff, 
and the consignee would pay the charges of two express companies Instead of the 
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cbaise of one express comp&Dj. wblch, ae a rule, ia cheaper; tbat complainant is 
misfoformed as to the service of tbe Wells Fargo & CompaDy ; tbat they forward 
goods from Pittsburgb, FeDoa., destined to Saegertowu on train leaving at 8:15 
A. M. and shipments are due in Saegertown at l:bii P. M. 

The complainant was advised that tbe Commission was informed tbat there 
was DO express company operating in Saegertown excepting Welts Fargo & Corn- 
pan; Express and a schedule of this express service from Pittsburgh to Saeger- 
town was also sent to complainant and tbe case marked closed. i 



CHARLES DREIFUS COMPANY vs. NEW YORK, ONTARIO 
& WESTERN RAILROAD COMPANY. 



Complainant alleged excenive charges on a shipment of six cars of scrap iron 
from tbe plant of the American Raitwa;B Campany at Park Place, a suburb of 
Scranton, to Pottsvillc. Peona. ; tbat refund was asked of the respondent and 
that the; refused to allow the same. 

The respondent, answering tbe complaint, advised that tbe rate from Pack 
Place, on its line, to Fottsville, Penna., on scrap iron is $1.70 per gross ton. 
Tbe line of this Compan; terminates at Scranton, where it has a junction and 
joint terminal with the Central Railroad of New Jersey. Tbe rate of fi.70 is a 
joint rate, covering tbe route formed by tbe lines of this Compan; to Scranton, 
Central Railroad of New Jersey from Scranton to Tamaqua, and Philadelphia 
& Heading Railway from Tamaqua to Pottsville. 

The respondent is informed that the Central Railroad of New Jersey baa a 
rate from Scranlon to Pottsville jointly with tbe Philadelphia & Reading Railway 
of $1.40 per ton, and the Delaware, I^ckawanna & Western Railroad has tbe 
same rate, but whether this Is a joint rate tbe respondent is not informed. The 
difference in the rate from Scranton and points on the line of this Company is 
due to tbe additional service performed by this Company, and the respondent 
respectfully submits Chat this rate is not unreasonable in itself or by comparison 
with rates on business originating at Scranton. 

He Commission advised the complainant in the following opinion: 

"Investigation made by tbe Commission shows the facts to 
b«, that on a shipment of scrap iron from Park place to Pottsville, 
a carriage over tbree roads is involved, the New Tork, Ontario 
t Western Railroad Company, the Central Railroad of New Jersey 
and the Philadelphia & Reading Railway, whereas from Scranton to 
Pottsville only the two latter roads would be concerned in the trans- 

fortation; and while the joint rate from Scranton to I'ottsville is 
1.40 per ton. concemiug the reasonableness of which there is no 
complaint, it is evident that tbe higher charge of SI. TO from Park 
Place to Pottsville must include the compensation lo tbe New York, 
Ontario and Western Railroad,' the third road involved in that 
transportation, and unless (he complainant is prepared to show that 
the additional charge of 30 cents is unreasonable and excessive, the 
rommission does not see how it can determine the joint rate to !« 

"While the distance from Park Place to Scranton is quite short, 
yet on shipments originating at that point that carrier must fumiah 
the equipment t« accommodate tbe ■hipment, and on dilpmeot* 
6—27—1910 
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tenainatinz there, must furoish tbe tenuiaat facilitiea for its receipt 
aad ualoadiDg; conttequKntlf , tbe mere distance over which the traffic 
movea cannot alone be considered in determining tbe reHBonsbleneas of 
tbis charge." 

Upon the evidence thus far Hubmitted, the complaint is. therefore, dismissed. 



Wo. 438. 

JOHN GILFILLAN va. DELAWARE VALLEY RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 



Complaint was made to the Commiaaion alleging that « 
ivere charged by the reapondent Cor passage from t^troudsburg to BiubklU. 

The Commission, after various inquirips, was unable to locate the complaii 
n this case, and, therefore, diamisscd tbe case. 



AMERICAN REFRACTORIES COMPANY vs. THE PENNSYL- 
VANIA RAILROAD COMPANY. 



The complainant alleged excesaive rate on shipment of magnesite Urc clay from 
Alexandria to Cochran Station. 

Ad investigation developed that tbe charges wore assesscil on a basis of rates 
not effective at the time the care were forwanlGil and the claim was amicably 
settled. 



No. 440. 

J. E. LUTZ vs. BALTIMORE AND OHIO RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



Complaint was made to tbe Commission regarding the right of the respondent 
Company to charge a rate of 3 cpnta per mile for transport at ion of pasaengeis l>e- 
tween Morgantown, Port Marion and Uniontown, (he same being more than tbe 
rate allowed by the Act of Assembly regulating rates of fare. . i ., 
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The cuuiplaiuaut was aijvised by tlic Commission that the applk'ablDly of the 
Act of Assembly, Sxing a uaifumi ratt;. Ims bceo ileoiilcd adversely lo tht public 
aad in Invar of tbe rcspoDdent t'onipaiiy, in Fayette County, in which count; 
Dniontown and Port Marion Are situated. 

In regard to tbe complaint concerning the rale from MoncantDwu, Weat Vir- 
ginia, b^iag an interstate question, the same is confleqnenlly beyond the juris- 
diction oE Ibc Cummission and the case Is, therefore, dismissed. 



STROEBEL STEEL CONSTRUCTION COMPANY vs. THE 
PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COMPANY. 



Complaint was made (o tbe Commission that, in the earl; part of March, owing 
to a general strike in Pbiiadelpbia in which complainant's men joined, a number 
of cars were detained at Point Breeze for which they were assessed J673.00; that 
this demurrage was caused entirely by the general strike; that they were unable to 
unload these cars either with union or non-union men, and that the respondent 
company further placed an embargo upon the ahlpment of any more steel so that 
complainants were asaesaed $885.00 storage charges by the Pennsylvania Steel 
Company of Steelton, PenoB., who were fabricaling this work and who could not 
ship, owing to tbe embargo which had been placed; that the same was unjust, 
owing to the fact that the rallmad companies charge each other only 25 cents per 
day for the rental of the cats, such' aa used in this work, and equity would de- 
maud that complainant be assessed no more than the railroad companies would 
have (0 pay for the use of these or similar cars. 

The Commission advised the complainant that the charges for demurrage are 
prescribed b; au Act of Assembly of May 24tb, 1D07. and that this Commission 
woatd have no authority to take such action as would In effect annul the opera- 
tion of that Act. which provides (hat it shall he unlawful for the railroads to 
charge more than oue dollar per day for such demurrage as may accrue, following 
tbe lapse of the free time. Although the foregoing cited statutory provision 
fixes ODiy tbe maximum per diem, demurrage charges, and does not prevent the 
carrier from establishing a less charge, yet where that carrier has established by 
publication in its tariffs such maximum charge, the same is consequently lawful, 
and if this Commission were to undertake to determine in each case the reason- 
ableness of such lawful charge base^l on the particular circumstances of eai'h 
case, it would virtually abrogate the rule which the law flays (he Company may 
maintain and open the whole question of Ruch demurraec charge to the danger 
of great discriminalion and consequent interference ax lietween shippers. By 
reason of these farts this CommlRsion has steadily refralnei) from interfering 
with any demurrage charge the amount of which is within the limit of said Act 
of Assembly. 

Ttke case was dismissed. 
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W. G. BIGLER vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



Cum[jlaiDaQC Hlleged iinDccpasary delay aad gxppdbc id forwnrdiag to dcKtination 
of baggase which had missed its uuniiectJon from the Bald Hagk brancl) to the 
iDain line of the Pennsylvaitia Railroad. 

Respondent Company advised the CommissioD that they were reaponaible for 
the error and that there waa an apparent overcharge of 75 cents which, upon 
application, would be refunded. 

Regarding the delay In forwarding the baggage, the same was occasioned by an 
error occurring in the transmitting of the check number. 

Complainant notified that respondent was willing to make refund and case 
marked closed. 



HARVEY B. MANN vs. THE PULLMAN COMPANY. 



Complaint was made to the Commission regarding the rates charged for a 
rullman berth from Philadelphia to Mifflin, Peuna., the price of the Bame being 
¥l'.00— the distance being ir>4 miles— alleged that for a greater distance, from 
Philadelphia to Willianisporl, IDS miles, the eharge is $1.S0, and tbe distance 
from Philadelphia to Ithaca, New York, via the Lehigh Valley Railroad, a dis- 
tance of 27n miles, tbe charge for a berth is $1,50. 

The respondent Company on receipt of copy of tbe complaint, advised tbe Com- 
mission that it was at the present lime readjusting all of the rates and that tbe 
CommisBion would be advised as soon as same were revised. 



CHARLES E. KECK vs. WILKES-BARRE AND HAZLETON 
RAILWAY COMPANY. 



Commission requesting that the respondent Com-' 
size to accommodate the tmveling public, at Aldi- 
ntl plalform was now mainliiined and that the 
arc subjected to great inconvenience in stormy 
uncovered platform, which is also in an alnuMt 
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The respondeat advised tlie Cominission tbat thef are renewing qniU' a number 
of pasaeoger atationa along Ihe Wilkes-Barre and Hazletun UaJlKay, putting in 
reCainiDK ivalls of concrete and eliminating as much aa possible the woodwork 
in connection with these stations; tbat they contemplate malting permanpnt sta- 
tions along the entire road wlicii tijc couiJitiiimr of pifsfnt alatiuus and platforms 
demand repairs. 

At Hill Street, in the neigh bo rbond of Ashley, tbey have a tem|>orary platform. 
It ia necessary to raise the trsok about four feet, and until such time as this 
track ia raised they will be unable to locate permanently a passenger station, 
and that the (rack cannot be raiKeil immediately oh there is a switch at this 
point, and from this branch respondents are gathering most of the ashes used in 
connection with their track work, and as thpy hove had serious cave-ins along 
the road, due to robbing of pillars, etc., it tiaa been necessary to leave this con- 
nection in so as to be able to promptly take care uf these surface depressions. 
Respondent hopes to be able to deliver sufficient ashes tn the neirt two months to 
tide them over, and when this is done Ihe switch can be taken out and the track 

The respondent also set forth that the street lejiding to Ihe station platform is in 
exrept tonally bad repair and unlighte<l ; that they endeavor to keep the platform 
liehted but arc compelled continnally to replace broken lamps, as no protection 
is given by the borough of Aahley. Disregardin!; these features, respondent has 
promised a station, and just as soon as tlie above work can be taken care of the 
same will be established, though the traffic at this point, with thirty-two cars 
passing— silt e en south and sixteen north — avemges approximately six passengers 
per day. 

The Commission advised the complainant of the answer of the respondent with 
Ihe statement that U the facts are as represented it would seem to be almost 
impracticable to erect a station at this time, and the complaint was, therefore. 



CITIZENS OF TOMHICKEN vs. PENNSYLVANIA RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANV. 



The petitioners set forth in their petition that Tomhicken is situsted 9 mites 
nest of Hazleton on the Pennsylvania Railroad, with n population of 500; tbat 
DO stores are located there as the property and houses are owned by Ihe Lehigh 
Valley Coal Company, hence the people do their shopping in Ilazteton : that only 
half the trains atop there now that have heretofore always stopped. Trains Nos. 
411 and 412 are the trains needed, and it was a common occurrence for train No. 
411 to have forty to fifty passengers for Tomhicken, especially so on Satnrdny ; 
that the men must now lose a day's work in order that I'liey may buy the necessilies 
of Tifc, and if they cannot Bnisli Ihe business in a little over two hours — between 
the arrival of No. 220 and the departure of No. 22t at Haileton— they must 
put up ot a hotel and return the next morning. 

The n-spondent adviHi'il Ihe CMniiiission that these two trains are through 
tinins bi'Uvci'n I'litlndelphia and Wilkt-s-Ilnn't' iiiiil nri' in compelition with Ihe 
I^high VniliT Riiilrond wh.i have a much Hli.irler line and i-onseouently faster 
service. These trains formerly stuppL'd tit Tombicken for the reason that prior 
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l<i the iicesual sch<-<liile it wns a iiiDctioii puiot wiUi the Li'liigh Valk'y Itailruad 
eu<l trains weiM rc^juirod to stiip Ibt-re to rcgistpv. Sincf llie filiufi of tliis coiq- 
I'JaiDt, upoD reijueat, trains Nos. 404 nnd 411 arc stopped at Tomhickeu oii 
Siindafs, coraiueDciDg Jul; 12th; J^at ruspundent will arrnDge. however, mm- 
meuciag July ]4tli, lo stop trains Nob. 411 and 412 at Tomliioken . as requested. 

The pptilioners were ndviai'd of the auriuu of the respondent and as the same 
satisfied the complaint, the same was luarked closed. 



RESIDENTS OF HALIFAX, DAUPHIN COUNTY vs. THE 
PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COMPANY. 



A petition Higned by resldenls of Halifax, Dauphin (^mnty, rcntisylvania, 
was presented to the Commission, reguesting arrangement to slop as a flag station 
at Halifax, Train No. 9, leaving Harrisburg at ll.ijO P. M., as the last train 
stopping at that point is 8.08 P. M, 

Tie complainant was advised that the Com mi anion, after investigation, is not 
salisGed that there is sufficient demand for the desired accommodations to 
warrant it in askioK for the stopping of an inierstate train carrying express mat(,?r 
and sleeping cars, and further that the fact that this train stops at Dauphin 
would not justify the Commission in multiplying the number of atops, 

Case marked closed. 



STERLING OIL COMPANY vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 



The complainant set torlh in complaint that a shipment was made by them 
from Pittsburgh to SyKan, Pa., a prepaid freight Btalion, nod that the goods 
were never received by the consignee, and that the complainant is of the opinion 
(hat the respondent should be responsible for goods when plaiM>d in their bands 
ill good faith and freight prepaid and goods never deliverer! ; that a refund waK 
made by them to consignor and they, therefore, asked this Commission to compel 
the railroad company to make refund, to them for loss of same. 

The Commission advised the complainant that the railroad company had the 
right Co maintain such stations and the courts have recognized the same, and 
thi: nonliability for loss sustained after t;oodK have lieen delivereil at such stations. 
In this case, if the eiH.d^ were deliveml Hicrr is no linl.ility on the part of the 
railroad cump]Lny for a luss occurring aiibsoiiui'nM.v. If the <:i>inpany fntli'd to de- 
liver it would be reapousihle but the responsibiliiy wouhl have to lie estiiiilishiil 
by proot of that tact in legal protpeding. Over such matters tlie Commisaion 
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has no jurisdictiuD. M'hea goods Fonst);na(l lo n Don-ngoncy stntion, in order to 
guard agatnet trouble of this character, the coDsigoee sbould be advised in ad- 
vaDce of time when shipmenis will be mode. The consignee can then make the 
necessaiy arTSDeemeatE to receive tbo goods when delivi'ied. 

Tbe case was, tlierefore, marked closed. 



J. LEWIS HECK vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



The complainant petitiooed the Commission for the cstoblislimpot of a flag 
BtatiOD at (leckton Mills ou the Northern (Vntrnl Railway (Vimpany'a lines. 
Betling forth that the population center of the territory needing the accommodation 
in about tvo miles from the location of the desired station. The area embraced 
contains 100 dwelling housea and this would be the nearest ivoint lo a railroad 
station; that though a flag slatiou on tbc Schuylkill & Susquehanna branch of 
'he Philadelpbia & Reading Railway is maintained at that point, the train 
schedule is too limited to meet tbc reasonable demands »f the population. 

The CommiSBioii, after a perKonal inspection of the pro|H>se<l site, advised 
tbc complainant that it is the opinion of the Commission ihat the district in 
which the proposed station is designed to serve would net furnish such au amount 
of patronage as would warrant a recommendation for the eslablishmeut of this 
station in addition to the facilities already afforded to tieckton Mills by other 
carriers, and, therefore, the complaint is dismissed. 



REYNOLDSVILLE BRICK AND TILE COMPANY vs. THE 
PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COMPANY. 



The omplainant reqneslcil that a rale b< tHeen t«o gi\pn points ("itnbliihed 
primarily to cr\cr shipments moiing in < n< direction be made to ap[l} in the 
opposite direction particular case being a eommndity rate of ffO cents per net 
ton that commodity l»eing brick shipped in carload lots — minimum shipmints 
40 OOfl pounds^ — from Kitlanning to Re\noldsville and <! 00 per net ton from 
ReTuoldai itle to Kittanning that ICtttanning l>emg mtemi ilisle lo Pittsburgh 
takes the Pittsburgh rate there being no pubhshe<[ rate to Ivitlnnning 

The complainant later ndvineil the ( nmmimion that they had taken the matter 
Hp dirtcth nitb the respondent Company and that a tariff luppl ment had been 
issued providing for a *I0 cent rale which is the same rate as was previously 
in effect from Kittanning to Rcinotdvville 

As this ngnemint aaCisfiel the complaint the case was dismissed / 



'Coogk 



ANNUAL. REPORT OP THE 



COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF SOMERSET COUNTY vs. 
BALTIMORE AND OHIO RAILROAD COMPANY. 



l^e Board of CouDtf CoffluiissioDFra of Soineract Count]' complamed that the 

respomitnl Company were ohargins three (M>ntH ppr mile fur t-srtisKi- of ims- 
sengera on nil its branrhcs En Somerset County, including the ConnellBville Di- 
vision from Connellsville to ('unilwrlftnil , and that the claim n-na tn violation of 
tbe Act of General Asaembly, approved the 5th day of May, lOOT. 

The respondent advised that the rate for Mip trnnapurlnlion nf passengers on 
the Pittsbnrgh & ConnellRvitle Railroad. otherwiHe known as the Coanellaville 
Diviaion of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company, in Somereet Couuty, 
Penna., were advantvd in eonseqiienn^ of tbe dei!laiuii of tiie Court of Common 
I'loas of Fayetio C-jtiuly, rendered Dw-emlier 27lh, liKB), iu the suit brought 
by the Pitts1>ur{:h & Connellxvillc Rnilrmid and the Itiilliiiiori' & Ohio Itaiirond 
Company acninst that County, wherein it was lield that the two-cent fare Act 
of 1007 was invalid an to Ibose CouutieR. The deciaiim lu that case covered not 
only that portion of the railroad whidi was situated in Fayette County but the 
entire portion of tbe Pittsburgh & CoimellHville Railroad in the State of Penn- 
sylvania. 

was sent to complainant and tbe case was 



H. E. ZERBE vs. PHILADELPHIA & READING RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 



Tlift romplaiiiant and other residents of Cresaona and vieinily (fliled the 
allention of the Conimisxion to the inadetiiiale piissirneer station fueililies pro- 
vided for the Irnvetine public at ('reHHona. 

In answer to the complaint the respondent stated that tbe total revenue de- 
rived from this station is less than six thousand dollars per nnuum, and admitted 
that the facilities romplnineil of were not such as it desired they should be, 
adding that under tbe eiistiDg ocmditions they are tbe best it could afford. 

The Commission invesligaled the natter- (me of ita representatives inspecting 
tbe premises — and as a result recommended lliat Ihe respondent proceed forth- 
with to provide a suilable waiting room and accommodations < 
the demands of the travel to and from that station. 



,v Google 



PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. 



Ko. 453. 

JAMES BARR vs. ADAMS EXPRESS COMPANY. 



Complaint was made regarding the manner o( handling express shipments of 
butter at Uedix Run, Penna. 

As the complainant failed to furnish the Cummlsaion with mole definite In- 
formation, the case was dismissed. 



No. 454. 

P. S. OBLEY vs. BALTIMORE & OHIO RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



Complainant alleged that on a shipment of two cars of cement building blocks 
from West Newton to Smithton, the respoDdent applied a rate of four cents 
per hundredweight, or eighty cents per net ton, in accordance with siitb class ICC 
8884, of forty-flTo cents per net Ion under J. F. Tariff 717S, thus malcing an 
overcharge of thirtr-five cents per net ton, amounting to $10.SO for each car. 

The Commission advised the complainant that after a full examination of all 
the papers Bubmittod in this case it appears that at the time the shipments were 
made the rate in effect was four cents per hundredweight, and if snbsequent to 
this shipment a change in rate was made by the respondent, that does not war- 
rant sustaining a claim for an overcharge on shipments made prior to such 
change in rate, and the complaint is, therefore, dismissed. 



H. G. KRAMER vs. PHILADELPHIA & READING RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 



Complainant alleged discrimination, in rate on various liinds of freight delivered 
to bis place of business in Philadelphia. Respondent advised that the complainant's 
delivery point was beyond the dividing line but stated that this division was to be 
changed, in so far as coal is concerned, to include such poinL The Complainant 

was so informed, but failing to further prosecute, the case was closed. 
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ORINGTON A. WARE vs. ADAMS EXPRESS COMPANY. 



Complaint was made to the CummiRtiion I hat the Ailams Express Company 
refusal to deliver at the resideaec of the complainant, nithin the city timils, 
certain express matter; that respoudi-nt bad tieen (IpliTeritig goods at the resi- 
dence of complaiiiant fur the last three years ; that the agent o£ the Company 
informed the complainant that said residence was beyond the established delivery 
limits. 

In reply the respondeat advised the Commission that a rearranEemeiit of 
the delivery limits baa been comiileted and (hat hereafter all shipments to the 
cumplainant will be delivered. 

Aa this satisfied the complaint, the case was marked closed. 



No. 458. 

W. H. G. GOULD V8 THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



The complainant alleged that he purchased a ticket for the 7:G4 A. M. train at 
40tb Street Station, rhilndelphia . having with bin a piece of baggage which be 
desired to bring to Kroad Street Station for the purpoae of connecting with the 
train for Uushbill i that be whe informed by the conductor, when attempting to 
put baggage in the car, that the train did not carry baggage; that the time table 
huuded bim by the agent shows this is a train which does carry baggage, and 
complainant, therefore, asks the (Jommission to compel the resiiuDclenl to make 
aome facilities for bringing baggage from 4lllh Street to Broad Street for pas- 
sengers who desire to go beyond. 

The respondent advised the Commission that the complaint arose from the 
fact that complainant j:ame on the platform at 40th Street Station with a 
bicycle just as the train stopped. The (rain was late, and the conductor, who 
runs other trains during the day which da not carry baggage cats, called out, in 
error, that there was no baggage car on the train. The general baggage agent 
took the matter up to reimburse the complainant for any loss sustained. 

The complainant adviseil the (.'oinmission that the error had been corrected and ad- 
justed to his satlsfacLion, and the case was marked closed. 
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PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. 



THOMAS B. GILBERT vs. THE PHILADELPHIA & READING 
RAILWAY COMPANY. 



The comiilainant set torlL ilint lie desired lo go from Lawndale (o Willow 
Grove, Penna., bdiI as there was no agent at I^wDilale be calleil at Ibc office 
of the geuerni pasaenger agent <if tbe roHpoii<tent company for pasBcager rate 
foe a oneway ticket, nnil the rate «as given at 40f cucunioQ, but as Ibere 
was DO agent at I.awndale from nhum be could purchase tbe ticket in quesliua , 
and that reipondeat refused lo sell bim a ticket at the general ticket offices but 
referred him lo the nearest agent at t'heltenhain , ono mile diatant — rale 45c, Oloey 
two miles distant — rate 40o, the latter ticket which would not carry complainant 
from Lawndale to Willow Grove as Olney is nearer Willow Grove than lawn- 
dale, and ccimplainant deaircs to be adviaed how be can purchase the ticket at 
published rates. He also complained regnnling the closing of the alalion with- 
in reply the respondent Company ndviKcit the Commifisiun that it is true that 
by local tariff No. ThTD, effective May 2S, 1910, a special round trip rate from 
Lawndale to Willow Grove and return, at 40 cents, was included. This was a 
blunder on the part of the iiaaseugei department, due lo copying a special tariff 
of tbe previous year, overlooking tlic fact that the agency at I.awndalc had been 
discontinued in tbe meantime. 

Complainant did call at the General Passenger department of this Com- 
pany, and was adviaed at the time that they were unable to sell bim a ticket 
from lawndale to Willow Grove and return, in view of tbe fact that tbe office 
did not have Ihe proper form of ticket on hand. Complainaut does not state in 
his complaint whether he actually made the trip lo Willow Grove or not. If he 
did and will state that he paid Ibo regular fare in each direction, respondent 
will be very glad to ri'fund the difference between the amount so paid and the 
40 cents round trip rate quoted. 

As the answer of the respondent satisfied the complaint rcgardiog the rate 
of fare, the CommiRaicn, after iidvising the lumplsinant that so far as Ihe 
closing of the ststlon is concerned there is no law governing same and inas- 
much as the balance of the complaint had been satisfied , marked the case 
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No. 460. 



J. B. JENKINS vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



ComplaiQant set fortb Chat the rate oE fare from Carlisle to Scranton via 
Cumberland Valley to Uarrisburg, renaa.. to Wilkea-Barre, D. & H. to Scranton 
is ^,06, and Chf local fare. Scranton to Carbondale, ia 32 cents, making a total 
fare of $3.38, Carlisle to Catbondale, by buying local (o ScrantoD and Scraoton to 
Carbondale. Ttie through fare, Carlisle to (I^arbonilale, via the same route, is 
¥3.64, alleging that the samo is an overcharge. 

Respondent in its answer aet forth that, pending a satisfactory dixpositioD of the 
two-cent per mile fares in effect over the Northern Central Railway as well aa over 
certain portions of foreign lines williin the Slate of Pennsylvania, they did not 
dei>iii it advisable to make any clianei' in the fares lo CariMndale, which were 
figured at the time the two-cent ppr mile law became effective by basing local 
over WilkpK-llarre instead of Scrnaton, inaamuch aa reapondent's interchange 
arraneement with ibe Delaware & [liidaua Company is at Wilkes-Barre Re- 
spondent bavine restored lis fares to 21 eenis per mile on the Northern Central 
Itaitway. in the State of Pennsylvania, and the PhiUdelphia & Readini- and I.*- 
Iilnh Valley Railrnads having restored (heir old farps, respondeui bad arranp^ed 
to construct fares from Uarrisburg to Carbondale. etc., to Scranton and Carbon- 
dale making BHine on proper basis. The now fare from Carbondale to Wilbes- 
Barre, etTectivo August ISth, to be 92.32, to SorautOD $3.S7 and to Carbondale 
$3.80, which will diapuBe of any combination over Scranton reducing the through 
fare to Cartmndale, Jhe difference between the proposed Scranton and Carbondale 
fares being the local of 32 cents. 

As this SBtislteil the complaint the case was marked closed. 



Wo. 461. 

J. A. WATSON vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



Complaint waa made to the CoramissioD that a charge of 5 cents for a claim 
check was made in connection with the checking of baggage which was left hi 
the baggage room at Monongahela City. 

The Commission advised the complainant that the charges referred to were 
not for storage hut for tlie convenience afforded in allowing access to trunk 
while in the baggage room, these rooms being maintained only for the purpose 
of receiving baggage for transiKirtation and delivery afterward, and not for the 
owners of bnggnge making use of same therein. This practice, in the judgment 
of llic Cflnt[iiis.sion , would interfere more or less with the conduct of the baggage 
department. B'urlliermore, the Commission dws not regard a nominal charge 
for iiennitting passengers to o[>on baggage, under (he circumstances, aa unrea- 
sonable. 



The case was closed. 
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PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. 



FARMERS FERRY COMPANY vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 



Petition waa filed rc<|iiPBtiii^ the stoiipajte ot pnssengcr trains at s crossing 
known db Kannem Ferry CroBsine. about one and one-quarter miiee Bouth of 
llernilon Staliup on the Northem Central Division of the rennarlvania Railroad 
Company. 

Tbe CommiHaiou requpEted ttie complainant to show the ' public demand for 
was not furnislinl, tlie complaint was dismissed 



r lack of prosecution. 



ALEXANDER C. DOUTHITT vs. PITTSBURGH, FORT 

WAYNE & CHICAGO RAILROAD COMPANY. 

(Pennsylvania Lines West of Pittsburgh). 



The complainant, a milk denier in the boroiish of New (Jnlilec. nlleBcd that 
the rcHpondeiit Oimpiiiiy demnudi'd llint lie lond (be milk on tlie pnssencer (rain, 
nlthoiigb lo each cnn was Httaclied a freishl ticket for the transimrlation of the 

It devolopcd that the practice 

result of misinformntion concemi: 
AitHiKlant fienonil IIn):iini;c Aeeut. 

The pni.'lici' wna dix-initiiiuiHl n 
liloyecs ti> liiail the milk runs, nud 



F. T. GRETTON vs. BALTIMORE & OHIO RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



d qneecn «lfr 
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The Commisfiion advised Uie complaionDt that one of the regulations printed 
on these mileage books ie that a cliild must b« charged the same as an adult, 
and that the only we; that benefit of the reduced fare could be had would l>e b; 
the purchase of an eicurBJoo ticket. 

The case, therefore, 



C. A. DICKSON vs. ERIE & PITTSBURG RAILWAY COM- 
PANY. 
(Pennsylvania Lines West of Pittsburg.) 



Coinplainnnt odvispil the rummisstiin that on pr^sentnlion of n lucnl tickt-t from 
Spruce Creek to Pittsburgh, and Pennsylvania Itailrund luilenge, Pittsburgh to 
Beliwood. I'eDoa., Oie agent of the respondent company at Rpnico Creek refused 
to chock his baggaBe. 

The Oomtnisaion sent the oomplainsnt a copy of the reeomniendHlion in the 
eiitnptaiiils of J. M, Tate, Jr., and Jauies Totlil againut lliv Pcuii sylvan in T.inpR 
West of Pittsburgli, wbicli rei'omnieudation is as follows: 

"That auy tickets which entitle the paKHeniiT to firKt class luiHsaee 
and the transportation of baigaEP, when presentiMl in such rombinntion 
as to form n tbroush roule, slinll entitle the passene-er (o have his 
batcRiiRC checked thraogb to deslination if the baggage would be so 
checked on a joint through ticket." 

Casa marked closed. 



Ko. 467. 

A. L. KAUFMAN vs. PITTSBURG RAILWAYS COMPANY. 



It was nlN'ged by the complainant that a transfer was issued to him on paying 
fare on a "Pay-Wilbin" car, Franksinwu city bound car, the conductor of the 
same havinc been asked for transfer lo Outer .\venue car upon paying the fare, 
as required by (he rriteK of the <^iinpany : that complainant left the t'rankatown 
car at Center and Penn Avenues and boarded the first Center Avenue ear, but 
that conductor refused to accept trnnxfer and that to avoid a disturbance com- 
plainant paid another fare. 

Tlie respondent advised the Commission that this transfer could not be accepted 
for two reasons: First of which is that this company does not transfer from 
inbound Frnnkstown •■ai's to Center and Lincoln cars. Hast Liberty express cars 
bciUK the only cars to which transfers are issued inbound. Secondly, while the 
transfer a^owa a transfer point at Center and Penn Arenues, it was not so punched 
by the conductor and, therefore, wnn not good on the Center and I.ineolD liite. 

OO' 



.glc 



No. 27. PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. 9a 

The iiwuiDg cundiK'tur, iiDiluubliilly, did nut uiidcretund that Ibe cumiilainaDt 
desired to make use of iJiIh do (he iVntcr nml Limolo cars, fur if he did ho tinder- 
stand Burh traOHfer »'oul<l not havi' \nva issiii-il. 

The (kimmisaioD , after an exauiiQaliun of the answer of the rt«|)ondcnt and of 
the trannfer, itself, adviseil the euniiilainant (hat it aii|H?ars tliat 1li<' terms of 
thin transfer, tu wit: "l*aHseiiKer» must Imiinl i-nrs tit transfer point liimt-lipU" 
will not |)erniit the boarding of the Center Avenue cur on the transfer whicji was 
filed in tliis office in conneetiou with eumpliiiiit. The case was, therefore, marked 



C. H. GROVE vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



Tbe complainant set forth that on May 4th, lt>IO, he had a granite monument 
shlppnl from Moun' I'leasant, I'enna., to .Mount Joy, reona. ; that Id transit 
said monutnent was dainaeeil — the bane <-ontninine the name was ehlpped after 
the crating was reiuuve<l, and that be presented a claim to the respondent for 
damaveH and same was refused. 

The CommiHsion adviaeil the complainant that tbe matter of which he com- 
plained, beihtt a claim for property which was alleged to have hecn dani- 
aeed in transit. beccimeB a (piestioii of timtroverllng facts which ran only bo 
settled in the Conrts, and the same would not, therefore, come witbin tbe 
province of this Cummission. {.'aae was marheil closed. 



W. A. KITTRIDGE COMPANY vs. LEHIGH VALLEY RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 



lo ihe Commission seltins fortli that Wtween the dates of 
Kl, and t'ehruary 'JM]i, I'JIO, complainnnt sliipped 
ron from Tunkhannock t» Itcrwiek, I'enna., via Iieblgh 
lelaware, Ijtrkawanna & Western Knilroad, a distance ap- 
ven miles, Hi the rate of *1.-W |ht gross ton; that dur- 
brnary, 1!H0, said complainant shippml scrap iron from 
wick. I'enna., via L. V. It. R. and ». L. & \V. R. R., a dis- 
? bimdreil and four miles or nearly double the distance, 
at the rate of ?1.4I) per eroso ton; the complainant therefore claims that 
it .is entitled to a refund of 10 cents per cross Ion on all scrap iron shipped from 
Tunkhannock to Herwiek, Tenna.. dnring; the four months above named upon 
which $l.no iier cross ton freight was paid, as the ('barge tor a longer haul was 
less than fur a shorter haul, tbe route heinc the sanic. and the said respondent 
has refused tu make such refund. 

Tbe complainant advisinl tlie Commission that a settlement had heen ef- 
fected with the respondent and they had received a check covering the amount 
of their claim. The case was, therefore, marked closed. 
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ISAAC HURST vs. WEST PENN RAILWAYS COMPANY. 



The coiuiilailinut allegi'd diBciiniiuatorj : 
spuDdeat'a line. Before a thorougli 
however, the compluiDt was withdrawn. 



JOHN T. CHURCH vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 



('omplaiut tvHH iiiHdi- tlint the sidiiis fiu-ilitiiit ut cuniiiluinunrH worka tit 
Clen IroQ, I'cuuu., won- inuditiiUHlr. 

Tbc reHpoDdent ailviiml the (.'oinmiKBiiin Uial Hini;i^ the liltnt; o( the comiilahit 
improvemcuts hud Ihth made by iii»viii;.' (lie liml Iiiiilho iiud the aidinx Hpaii- 
KHeii in bo as to mnke n Biiiliilile drivcwiiy, «liidi w<.iild In> s«linfiu-loi'y to the 
<-ump]aitiaitt. 

The case was, thorcfure, uiiirkeil closed. 



CHARLES L. HAMILTON vs. THE ADAMS EXPRESS COM- 
PANY. THE AMERICAN EXPRESS COMPANY. 



Alli'uiiiif ihiit ail ovi'i'charRC vcaa made od a Hhiiimeni moving' fruui Cliaiilangiia . 
New York, to Cenlerville, reimn., the Liimplainnnt advFsiil that the xhipmenl 
iu quvHiioii — n toldinB iron bahy's crib, weiehinK 2.") poiiiidB — was Bhi|i|>od via the 
longsst route, (hroiigh Jampslowti, Krie. Maysvilie to Centprville, and IhaC 
Ihe same should have b^u shipped via the short route, and requested that the 
CoinmisBioD make aii onler that chamc for shipment tie made as if same were 
shipped via short roule. 

The CommisRion , iifier due conxideration , adrisnl the romplainant that the 
e Nhipment, waa not within the jurisdiction 



, tiietefore, niarkeil tloscil. 
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PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILHOAD COMMISSION. 



THE WILKOFF BROTHERS COMPANY vs. PENNSYL- 
VANIA LINES WEST OF PITTSBURGH. 



The complaiaBDt anked for refund of 25 cents per ton on shipment of scrap iron 
(rum Ex]>oit to Tmffonl. Investigation developed Uiut Ifacre was an actual over- 
' charge on the Bbipment in qiiestton. • 

Upon the rccomnieinlation of the Commission thp complainant received the 
refund due him from thv I'L'apuuilcut and (lie case was marked closed. 



GEORGE SLOYER vs. THE BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY. 



Omplainant nlleRed that tlic reit|ioiid<'nl futnishcd lirni the wrung number 
nhcn he put iu a call, caiiditii; liim mtich inconvenletice. 

He was advised tiy the 1'ommiHsinn that it is a question of fart whether the 
service he received and paid for was what lie desired and one that could not be 
delermiDed by the Commission. 



Uo. 475. 

WILLIS GEIST NEWBOLD vs. THE ADAMS EXPRESS 
COMPANY. 



The complainant set forth that on Thursday, July 2Sth, he reci>ivcd notice 
from the responilent that a pactaKc eonsigned to him, shipped from New York, 
N. Y., was held at the Harrisburg ollice of the respondent awaiting complainant's 
order; that upon demand of complainant at said Harrisburg oDii-p the authorized 
representative of the respondent refused to di*Iiver said package lo said 1857 Mar- 
ket Street, stating 'hat delivery is not made by reppondent's wagons in that 
section of the city of Harrisburg to paints further east than Eighteenth Street. 
The authorized represpntative of the respondent refuse<l to deliver said package 
through their delivery servife cvt-n tor an extra fi'p, and comiilainant was tliere- 
upuD coiiipelleil tu I'tigagc the service of n local drayman, who carried the said 
package lo couiplaiuant's nddn-ss, involving an extra charge; that said address, 
1657 Market Street, being within the corporate limits of the City of Harrisburg, 

7—27—1910 
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ooiuplHinuQt n^HiH^i^tfully Bulimila lliat tLo nvIioD of Ilif resiiondoul is untair, 
uDJuut UDi] uareHKUDalik , in (bal he is prevented enjoying the same privileges 
Liinft'rred by said respondi'nl upon uilipr residentx of naitl (Mty uf llarriHburs, nnd 
that said action of mid reopuailetit to in viotatjoii of lau- nud unduly diHcrimina- 

In answer to liiis <Nnn|ilnint the n-spoudi-nt advised the ConiiniKHion liiat ar- 
ranKPmenlB hail hi*n made to extend tlie delivery service in (lie Chy ot llarrix- 
burK which nill include the resiileui-e of the complainant . and as this satisfied 
the complaint the same was marlted closed. 



LEHIGH VALLEY FACING COMPANY vs. LEHIGH VAL- 
LEY RAILROAD COMPANY. 



The complainant allein-<l exorhitant freight rates on eiial from (Vinyngham and 
T.Bttimer to llazletim. The resiiuntlent answered llmt it found this iucn'ase 
necesHMiy in order to pLit tne coiil rates in tlie territory affected on a basis with 
other coal rntes in llie State for Hiinilar and relative distances, and also tor the 
reason that the old rates were nut snfficienUy high in view of the valne of the 
service i>erfonned in the transportation. 

After the Commianion had arranvefl for a hcnrinB in the matter the complainant 
withdrew the complaint and (he cnse was mnrked closed. 



THE JOS. JOSEPH & BROS. COMPANY vs. THE PENNSYL- 
VANIA RAILROAD COMPANY. 



The complaitiaal set forth in his cimiplaint thai in the niovem.-ul of th<' ear 
of scrap iron ship])e<l from AUcKhetiy, I'eun'a. via Itallimore & Ohio Rnilroad, 
via Pennsylvania Itailroad to Altuona. I'enn'a., a shortaice of K^.KOO pounds was 
found: that the weittht ghvn by the Italtimnre & Ohio Railroad was Tfl,-WO pounds 
on which hasis the same was pnrchawd, and iliat cousi^inei' made setlliHnent 
for a net weinht of ftS.riOO pounds ns weiHhled hy the Pennsylvania Railroad, 
therefore cniisiuR the discreiiancy of 10,.S(K) (Miiinds ; and lliilt the res|H)ndent 
refused to make Hetllement of the said shortajje. 

The Commission advised the complainant that afler a careful examination the 
CommissioD ia of the opinion that the claim for shortage of 10.800 pounds of 
Bera[i iron, beini: the amount of dls?n-pancy l>chveen the weight of (he conlenta 
of the ciir which was purchased from the nallimore & Ohio. .Vlleaheuy, Penn'a., 
nnd (he weijfhl uf Ihe same I'ar upon .irrival at Alti»>iiH. Penna., when weighed 
by the Pennsylvania Railroad scales at that point, is not a matter Ihat can be 
properly handled by this Commission but lliat the remedy appears to be in the 
Courts. Therefore complaint was dismissed. 



PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. 



No. 479. 



EDWARD C. GRIGGS v». ALLEGHENY VALLEY STREET 
RAILWAY COMPANY. 



'tliis comiilaint cono^nipd Ibe alli-Ked congPHlioD of the alivi't onrg on the 
line of tbe responrlent riiunint! u|i the Alli-Rlnjny Kivfr to Tiirpiituin and other 
dlieH aloDK tbv va1tp}-< particularly on SuDilayii of the aummi^r eeaaoD. 

The mntler was iaveatigaled by the Coniniission ani) ailjuHtnl satiHfnolorily. 



KARL SIMPSON vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 



I'etiiion WHH filed by tho couii>lniiiant, representing from fifteen to twenty-five 
|)ersunH, Co have RMV>n<l aec-tion ot (rain No. 10 leaving I'ittaburgh about S I'. 
M.. stop at Larimer. 

The rettpumlent adviaed the ('ommiKnion timl additional stops to train No. 10 
have lieen added fram time to time in order to accommodate local travelers so 
that tl has become practieally a local train. To accommodate additional liUHiness 
on thiH train will neceacitale n readjustment of the schedule, and it is respondent's 
intention, with (lie Fall clinnne ot timetable tflkine effect November 27th, to 
give Ihc second section of trniu No. 10 an inde|)endent scheilule with additional 
(.-oaches, and that arrangements will be made to stop the same at Ijariraer. 

Thin action on part of niitiondent saliiilied the iMmplnint. The case was marked 
clowd. 



EDWIN S. NYCE et al vs. SCHUYLKILL NAVIGATION COM- 
PANY. 



The compliilnl siilmtantiiilly whu Ihnt Ilie rcHiHindent refused to open Ibe lo 
after K.tNl o'clock I'. M. and on Sundays. The attention uf tbe resiiondent t 
ilirecled to Ihe mntlcr nnd llie ciilinc of llie complaint nnnoved. 
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No. 482. 



FINK BREWING COMPANY vs. ADAMS EXPRESS COM- 
PANY. 



The complaint wob that tlie respondeat refused to return crates containios 
empty beer bottlea from certain points except upon prepayment of cbarges. 

After communicating witli the respondent the Commission was adviaed b; the 
complainant that an adjustment of the matter complained of had been reached 



and tbe complaint was withdraw: 



Ho: 483. 

J. KAUFMAN vs. MT. PENN GRAVITY RAILWAY COM- 
PANY. 



The complainant allli'gnl tbe overcrowded condition of cars when these cars 
reached certain siations on this line a1 certain houre (luring the summer evenlnga. 

A hearins was held before the Uumuussion , the complainant and respondent 
being present, and the CommisBion recommended that the Company, for a period 
of time sufficient to demonstrate (he necesaitf therefor, run a car about 10.00 
o'clock P, M. on Wednesdaf and Friday from the tower station at tbe summit 
down empty or at least containing auBcient room therein to accommodate way 
passengers. 



THE EVENING TIMES vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. PHILADELPHIA & READING RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 



The complainant alleged Insanitary and inadequate service in the matter of 
the traDsportation of milk into the city of Philadelphia. As a result of tbe com- 
plaint some improvements were made in the service but the complainant was 
a<lviaed by the Commission thai il would not be justified in proceeding further 
unless (be complaints are supported by some health authorities alleging that [he 
delay in transportation and the manner thereof occasioned such changes In the 
cbaraOler of the fluid as to mak(! it injurious for use, since this is a matter 
'which the Commission is not comiiPtent to determine. 

report from tbe complainant to this comntu^it^tioo the 
)Q|C 



e was ordered closed. 
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PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSrON. 



ROSS N. HOOD vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



OomplainaDt Biibstnalially nlle^tnl Ihat Ihe ai.'uo mm mint inns for weslboiinti pns- 
sengers at the I>iini.'aiiDOQ stnlinn oE tlie respuQileDt (.'uiupaay were inadeqimtc 
nD<l daogurous ; that passeogprB for wosthound tralD!) are rompclletl lo walk 
across four trni^ka, pasBing through two iron gates lo <lo so, and that passeDgers 
arriving at Ihe station several miDutPH ahead of scheduled ir&iDs are often unable 
to reach saiti trains un account of passing other traiui^, cansi>i|uently petitioned 
the Coraniission to recommi'nd (he conslniction ot a subway or elevated psESHge- 
way. 

After cou sill era tioQ of the oumplaiut, tlic (teuiniisHiun di'ciiled that it would 
be sufficient for the jii'esent if nu cn>tiloyee were put in charge of Ihe giites for 
every passenger train arriving and slopping at that point and charged with the 
duty ot seeing that Ihe passengers have a safe crossing over the tracks ; also 
that in the case of any obstruction to said cara, that passenger trains be held 
until after such obstruction has lieen removed, and the passengers enabled to 
cross to and from the train in safety. 

Tills recommeudalion was traiiHiuilti'<] to the respiinrlont <'om|>nuy and proraplly 
cnrricd into effect. 



Ko. 487. 

ABRAHAM MEZIVITZ « al vs. PITTSBURGH RAILWAYS 
COMPANY. 



Complainant alleged excessive fares on Wexl Carson i^trei't of the reH|iondent'a 
line, and aubmilteil n pi>titiom conlaining a number of signers. 

A hearing was lield before llic Commission at which counsel for resi>ondent 
Rhowe<l lliat none of tliese signera lived on the street indicated in Ihe complaint. 
The Ciimuiiasion tiicrefore dismissed the ease for lack of [iro[>er prosecution. 



THE WILKOFF BROTHERS COMPANY vs. THE PENNSYI^ 
VANIA RAILROAD COMPANY. 



Ihe (.omplainant atieged o\er(liart.e on shipment of scrap iron from Bessemer to 
Bratkenridge An investigation de^elope(l that the filing of the complaint waa 
occasioned by a misunderstanding, inasmuch as there arc two Bevsemera, one 
on the line of the respondent ('^)mpany and anoiher on the line ot the Bnltlmore 
& Ohio fUilroad C«mpan> 

There hi ing no oieithnrge the ca-ic was dismissed 
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S. A. FISHBURN vs. PHILADELPHIA & READING RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 



Complnint was mailc to the CoiiimisKion ttinl nwini! to Ihc iiinclniiintc HlrlinR 
on the rc»i|>und>'Dt's ruiiil running I)i>twui-n Mnrki't aaA Voniiin Sirecta. Ilarris- 
buri;, rpnnu.. Ih(> com|>1ninnnt tiDilii il iin|>ciwiil>lf ti> miH't thp mjiifrPtnpntB 
of tie Hvcra;;!' Hysti>in jil'nu fur oiilculaI'mK d<>iDiirrHK<' on llif cant <»nHl)cn<^l to 
t^Diplftinnnt nt tliat point. 

Tlie ConimisHion advist-d tbp c(iinpta[nnnt tliat th« <|ii>>Rtion at iRHue involves 
interpretation of Ilip Iprnis in existinc (viutrBcC. Thin is p matter for the Oourts 
tu de<:i<lc and doen nut fall wittitn the jiirisdiMiun of the ('ommimion. The 
adequacy of the faeilities of tlic said reepondcnt, however, for serving ahippers 
and L-onaignees in wliat in known an the Hill UiNlrict, in llnrriKhuni, is another 
matter and may \>e made the Biihject of another complainant. t'ommiKnion there, 
tore directed tlint prenenl complaint be dismiHSed without prejudice. 



D. SCHAEFPER vs. MARYLAND & PENNSYLVANIA 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 



tVimplniniint nlleunl an <iverf'haru<>' c>n Kliijiinenl of housi'liolil aondH and line 
ImRgy from Bryansvllle to lilnville, IVima. 

The ('ommiHsion advined the I'omplnlnnnt that an examination of the files 
Bulimittcd with the rnmpiaint reveals [he fact thiit the rate charfcetl un this 
ihipment was the rate quoted by the (Jeneml Freight Agent of the Compan; 
upon which the shipment originated. Tlie only tisHis for (lie complaint there- 
fore, which in apparent, la the matter of the ™rrcetion of the weight of the 
household goods when the same wan a)>certa1ne<l by the Railroad Company at 
Knal York. Inasmuch as the original hill of latling issued by the Agent at 
BryauRvillc contains the reHervation that the figures shown (hereon are the shipper* 
count and subject to cornrtion, thus mei-ting the [toint raiHed in that c 
the Commission does not feel that there is a reasonalile ground for c 

Cttxe marked closed. 
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PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. 



E. B. KEMBLE vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



Complainant allpgt^ an overdiarse vai^ colUi'ted from bis Wiife 
fare from Mt. Carmel to I'liiladelphia. 

After an invHttigation tlie ConiiniKsion Bdviswl thp L'omptainant that the con- 
durtor (■ol]e<'lml triiiu Mw. Kpinble in cash the fare of one addiciunal |H>rsan from 
Port Clinton to I'hiladelphiB. The pT*on whose fare was paid having been, 
ai'cordtnt; to the Hlatement of the tniin t-onductor, in Mra. KemMe's coupany and - 
the fare for thai pereon liavine iu'en eollected by the conductor from Mrs. Kcuble 
nilb her conwDt and by her diret-tiun. Th« question at iwue herein pmiented 
ia diaiinctly one of <.-onverted facts, and <]o«t not, therefore, cume properly within 
the Jurisdii-tion of this Cominiiwion to decide. 

Case marked cluaed. 



Ho. 492. 

CHARLES H. SMITH vs. READING TRANSIT COMPANY. 



The complainant aIteK<'d that the > 
Bchediiled route of cnra oiH'ratinR lH't< 
and Chestnut Street, Annville. 

As the reitnlt of an inveHti^it[on the ( 'oiuniiwfion ndvined the re«poniIent that 
the Hervier would bv iniprtjvi'd if the niiiH were tcrtiiinaled iletinilely at Kome 
one point and siieKctiied iliat xaid lenniual iwinl be made at the most convenient 
place for the palrouH of the line. 



H. B. ABBOTT vs. PHILADELPHIA & READING RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 



Tlie cumplainuiit nlleeiil that the rhiladelphia & Reading Hallway Compnuy 
is charging on excessive rate for transportation of passenseni per mile between 
Tamaqiia and Readlne, Pennn., nnil between Port Clinton and ReadliiR, I'enDa. 

Tlie Cuuiinission ndvlsnl the com ptn inn lit that tin- lliihidelphia A U>>adloc Rail- 
way Ciimiiany, under itx charier, had the riiiht lu charge a reimoiinbli' siiiu for 
tmnsjiortalixn of pnHsenserx Imi under the Aet of l)4^!l it wna nvirieteil to a 
L'harj^e of nut exceediug Ihree cents i>er mile for 1hroii;:li paaaensera, and not 



104 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE Off. Doc 

exriitlitiK tliiT'' mill oiu-linlf ivins jitr iiiili- fot way DasHciiKiTw. Tlii'tv is tio 
latrv AuC ivgititliuK tli<! fnrc In tw dini'Ke'l "n railnmilH (uvpr lirU'Cii luilnt iu 
ku)!lb) fxtfjit the Ah of Aiii'il ."i, liMIT, which, so, far as the Rradine Railroed 
is toacerneil , whs det'laretl to be UDCODHtilulioDal and void. It will thus iiv 
8e«D that the charjjes comiilalncil of are less than those allowed by law. 

Complaint dismissed. 



WILBUR T. RICHARDSON vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 



4'um|iluiul was muilL' lo the Cu itimiKXLUii roKardinj; a charj-e of 10 cenlM additioual 
to the rejcular fare vt fl.lil fur pax^euger transiiurtation betnecu Wituierding and 
Jobaatown , I'enna. 

In reply the CitinmJEaioD advined the cotnitlainant that this regulatiuo ia one 
which exists on ail railroad lines and is reasonable because is faeilitales the col- 
lection of the fares ami [)rolet,-.s the Comiiauy from pL^asible embeKzlemeut by the 
"conductors and lessens the rate of fare by decreasing the number of employees, li 
makes do diRereace whether ltii> regulation be in (he form of a rate for tickets, 
and reiiuirlns an additional fare in the cars, or a rale payable in money in lh>; 
cars, and oCferius a discount if passcngors procure tickets at the station, and 
the Commission is therefore eoustrained to recognize the rule as thus laid down. 



Complaint dismissed. 



Ko. 495. 

CHESTER H. ASHTON vs. NEW YORK CENTRAL RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 



ITiis cotniilnint conccrneil the train '■imneciions at I^nwrenoeville, Peiina., and 
nfler it had been investigated the CommissioTi advised Ihc respo:ident Ihnt In 
Hiinie reKpi'cta the eunueelionH at this ]iuint were unreasonable, the delays ranging 
from one hour and fifteen minuter to two hours and like mimites, and conse- 
quently recomtnendod nn improvement of the cutiditions complaini^ of. 



„Google 



PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. 



J. E. RUTHERFORD vs. UNITED STATES EXPRESS COM- 
PANY. ADAMS EXPRESS COMPANY. 



Complaint was mailp thai th<^ rexpondt^nts refuse by itn fri'c ' wagon service to 
(ieiiver exprt-as ointtpr to ihe resiUeucn of complniDanl, allhuugh sucli service 
was rendered to otiier residences in the Bamc neigbborbood in the city of lUrris- 
bnTg. 

Respondents in reply advised llie Commission that arraiigemenls had been made 
to extend tht delivery limits to include tile residence of the complainant. As 
this satisfied the complaint it was marked dosed. 



H. HARRIS vs. ADAMS EXPRESS COMPANY. 



The complainaQt alleged that be was excessively chareed for the traHs porta ti on 
of B plant, from Fhiladelpbia to Clifton Oily, Penna. 

Respondent answered that the cbarse, which waa {1.10, was correct and in 
accordance with the Company's published rates and claasificalions. 

A hearing waa then arranerd for lint iiHor to the dnte fixed for it the complaint 
was withdrawn and (he case dismissed. 



OTTO G. ZIMMERMAN vs. DUQUESNE INCLINED PLANE 
COMPANY. 



The complainant allceed that the respondent discriminated ngninat him hj 
refusing to sell him more than a flre-cent fare ticket, while other passengers 
could purchase as many as they desired. 

The Commission was advised by the respondent that the complainant and some 
others entered npou the practice of buying more of these tickets than they proposed 
using within the limiintionK placed thereon simply for the purpose of annoying 
the officials ot the Company by constantly presi^ntins them tor redemption. 

Pendine an investisntion of Ihe matter the complainant di*iinttriiirsl liis [irosccu- 
tion of the case and it was, therefore, dropped. 
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No. 500. 



F. DeCOURSEY vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 
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at his froiKht station, < 
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w that whpn it w 


from ibe oar tliat a warehoui 
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withiu reaeonable time. 
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:;asc w 


as ordercti closi^. 



vas npcpBSarj lo unload directly 
h<> car to pprform (ho ni-coasary 
t am) Dut havint! replied to it 



GEORGE LODGE, JR., vs. READING TRANSIT COMPANY. 



This wB# a i>etitioD fo£ belter pHSseotrer service between Norristown and Swede' 
laud and for a abetter station at tbe latter point. 

After B.U investiiatioD of the matter tbe ComiDission advised the complainant 
that the demand faile<l lo justify closer conncetions at Swedeland but [hat, BO 
far as the other feature of thi> complaint is concerned, il was rpc<itnmended to 
the resimndent that a shelter station should be established at the ijoiiit designated. 



RESIDENTS IN THE VICINITY OF WOLVERTON STA- 
TION vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COMPANY. 



These pptitionem rffliietited the intervenii 
No. G7 stop at Wolverlon Station. The petition wn 
Comgiany. which furnished slatistii^ of a cliami 
for (he service r<Hine"il('<l was no( suHiclciil to war 
a n'wmmendntion favorahle to the roui|jlaiii(B. 



rase 



iarltp<l closed. 



of the Commission to have Train 
transmitted to the rexpondenC 
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No. 507. 

GEORGE E. WOLFE vs. BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY. 



ComplBiDt was mftde allpging uikIup prefi-rpnoe in the mutt 
the Bespomipul Cflmpaoy, Blatiag that a L-Large of 5 cents wi 
ot Itespoadetit'a Buhspribera for nipssaj;es to Ebensburic. Cr 
of other points in Cambria Count; to nbich points, if a i; 
to seDCl a meesage, he was compelled to pay 10, 15 and 20 c< 
mir na the case may l>e. 

The Commission advised the complainant that it does uot appear to the Com- 
mission IhBl the disparity between the rate cliarxe to aubscribers and to non- 
subacribers for aervicp between two given points necessarily conatitutea discrimi- 
iiatiou, for presumably the difference in rale is made up ki ihe prii^'' ttie sub- 
scriber pays for his 'phone. The only ground of eompJaiot would i>e where the 
•'harge is id itself eicessive or unreasonable. 

It is regarded as pfirfectly proper within a limited territory for telephone Bub- 
Ecribers to be entitled to certain privilcKPs to whifb non-subscribers can make no 
claim, and this both because of Che fnt^l (hat they have subscribed Co the telephone, 
and also because of being aulncribers the amount of their business is likely to be 

Unless, therefore, complainant la prepared to entertain the position that the 
ckai^es which are complained of are in themselves 
no relief can be afforded in this case. 

Case marked closed. 



No. 508. 

CITIZENS OF MONTGOMERY, PA. vs. ADAMS EXPRESS 
COMPANY. UNITED STATES EXPRESS COMPANY. 



Petition was filed by the merchants and, manufactureTB of Che town of Mont- 
gomery, I'enna., requesting that the Respondent Companies establish free collect- 
ion and deliveries of express matter in the town of Montgomery. 

Respondent Companies advised the Commisaion that the amount of buainess 
did not warrant the establishment of collection and delivery service ; that at one 
time band cart delivery was maintained at that office but the small amount of 
business did not warrant the cost of maintaininK it. 

Tbe Commission advised the petitioners that unless they are prepared to estsblisb 
tbe fact that tbe business Is sufficient to warrant the establishment of Che desired 
service the Commisaion cannot give any aid in the matCer. 

Case marked closed. 
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J. N. GLOVER vs. ADAMS EXPRESS COMPANY. 



GomplaiDant elleE^ that an exceBsive rate was charged for the transportatioii 
of a box from Dewart to VickabuTg, Union CouDty, PeDoa. 

Tht GommiBsiou advised the complainant that It cannot detennine that a rate 
IB unreasonable simply upon an allegation to that effect, but the part; wbo makes 
the charge muet be prepared to pTove it, and unless the complainant is so pre- 
pared the complaint must be considered aa closed. 



Vo. 510. 

J. E. YENNY vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



l%is complaint concerned the regulations relative to the use of commntation tSdwtK 
Complalnaut pointed out that as the lines locnied on both sides of the Allegheny 
River are in the same Division and owned bj (be same Company, commntation 
tickets should be rood on either road between points located between Tarentntn 
and Glenover. The proposition was submitted to the Commission by the respondent 
aod after ooDsidembie correspondence the latter issued InstmclioDS to the Division 
Ticket Agent at Pitlsburgb to famish commutation tickets between Tarentnm oi 
EldgediGt and Pittsburgh. 

llilB adiuatment of the matter was satisfactory to the complainant and he 
accordingly notified the Commission to this effect. 



yp. 511. 

NEW PARK 4 FAWN GROVE RAILROAD COMPANY vs. 
STEWARTSTOWN RAILROAD COMPANY. 



The complatnaat in this case sought to hare the re^ondent unite with it to estab- 
lishing and maintaining a joint station at Pennsylvania Avenue, Stewartslown 
Borough. 

The Commission Investigated the matter and decided that while it is authorized 
to recommend the establishment of statioaa by common carriers, its powers do 
not eitend to requiring that two such carriers Bhall join in any such station. There- 
fore it could not proceed further in the matter so long as one of the parties expmsed 
an nnwflllngDesa, h the reapoDdent dM, to Join io such enterprise with the other. 



PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. 



No. 518. 

OLIVER A. KEEPER vs. PITTSBURG, HARMONY, BUTLER 
AND NEW CASTLE RAILWAY dOMPANY. 



The complaiDaDt alleged that be vtae aee-Esmf an exi-eaaive (raDsportatioQ rate 
on plaster from Warrendale to Criders Corners, renna. It developed, however, 
that the ahipment moved forward in a passenger car instead oE a freight car, upon 
the request and for the accommodatiOD of tbia shipper, and tliat no underBlauding 
was had with the respondent as to the rate to be charged for this means of trnna- 
portatioD. 

In view of these farts the Commission held that the ground of the complaint 
was not well founded. 



No. 513. 

LEWIS F. CASTOR vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 



Complaint was made on charges for Blorage on a coat that was sent from 
Broad Street Station, I'biladeiphia , IVnna., to Prankford Station, Philadelphia, 
Penna., complainant alleging that no notification waa received from respondent 
that the package was at that station. 

The Commission advised the complainant thai while such charges might be 
avoided if the railroad company were required to notify consignee, it is aui:;eati^ 
that since auch regulation would require strict attention on (he part of their agents 
at various stations and the occupation uf more or less time for that purpoae, it is pos- 
sible that the carriers might discontinue this cheap package service rather tban carry 
it on in that manner In this Inslam'e the charge appears to have been incurred 
through the fault of the tailoring firm sending ernincuuH nilviee us to the mad by 
which the package hnil been sent. 

C^so marked closed. 



BOARD OF HEALTH OP GLENOLDEN BOROUGH vs. 
PHILADELPHIA RAPID TRANSIT COMPANY. SOUTH- 
ERN PENNSYLVANIA TRACTION COMPANY. 



Complainant alleged that (he respondent failed to keep its cars properly henle<l 
OD the branch ninning from Ansem (o Media. 

The respondent answered thiil the cars were fitted wilh electric he.iters nnd the 
regnlallons relating thereto prescribe a temperature thai should keep Ihp cars com- 
forUble. Di; z^ !), C.OOgIC 
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Ko. 518. 



P. P. HOLLEY vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



The comptaiDaot petitiuDed llie Uomi 
Glean, for pasReD^ers from Bradford, 
malter involves tbr? 
without jurisdictioD In i 



D. M. SHANAMAN vs. PHILADELPHIA & READING RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 



The complaiuant polllioned fur nn nddiliaiial tr 
respondent road from HarriBbiirK, but inasauich i 
shown, thv petition waf> refnsetl. 
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PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. 



1909 CASES CLOSED DURING 1910. 



87. City ot I'iitsburgh Sanilaiy condiiion and overcrowding of 

I'itlal>urgh Railwayx Company. 

12fi. Corry Hide and Fur Company Class md-s on Pennsylvania Division to 

vs. Corry, Fa. 
New York Central Railroad Co. 

186. lioyalsock Improvement Company DiMcrim inn lion in iti-livcry of eipross 

AdamH I^xpreas Company. 
American Kxprcss Company. 
I'nited Stales Kxpress (.'ompany. 

191. O. S. Williams Cbnrefs on ahipmuui of lime, Hughesviiie 

vs. lo Canluu. 

Pcnnitylvania Railroad Company. 

196. In re Senate Reaolulion PasBcnger service on several routes, 

va. PottHville and [larrisbur^ 

I'll i lade) pliia & Reading Railway 
Company. 

204. Coplay Cement MantHfturinB Co. Hates on antlimeili' i-oni fn>m collieripa to 
va. Coplay. 

Lebigh Valley Railroad Company. 

231. John A. Stanton 

Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 
240. James B. Small, et al, Station facililiea at Leecliburg, Pa. 

Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 

240. Consolidalc-d Telephone Company In re contract in violation oC C-onstitiitioD 

ot Pennsylvania of tlie State and contrary to public 

vs. policy. 

Bell Telepbone Co. of Pcnna. 

Slate Belt Teleplioae & TeiegrapL 

Company. 
247. Albert 0. Farr 

Pit tabu rgh Railways Company. 

252, John F, Stone Excessive freight charges on wood In car- 

vs. load lots. 

Buffalo & Susquehanna Railway 

("ompany. 
Coudersport & Port Allegheny Rail- 
road Company. 
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t at, Inadequate paascnger and freight train 



Lebigb Valley Railroad CoTDiiany. 
i. Louis B. Titzel 

Batlimorc & Ohio Railroad Co. 
I. John C. Digbt 

Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co. 
I. The Mesta Mnirhine Company 

PennKylvaDia Rnilrond Company. 
I. R. 0. Crawfoid 

Ballimore & Ohio Railroad Co. 
I. John L. Martin 

Trunk lAace Mileage Ticket Bureau. 
;. H. H. Fetterholf, et al. 

Schuylkill Valley Traction Co. 
I. Phoenix Iron Works Company 

Ballroads. 

. Cbarles M. Uameratine In re right to dednct percenUge of 

TB. wages for purpose of insurance fund 

BuFfalo & Susquehanna Railroad of employes. 
Company. 



I'roposed change oE schedule of passenger 



t Mars, Butler County. 



Certain practices of railroad eomimny 
operating 4D aad out of the city of Mc- 
KeeBport. 

Claim for refund on unused coupons of 
Interchangeable Mileage Tickets. 



In re train service Dauphin to Ilarris- 

hurg. 

Itali's of fare, (Jiraniville to ShenaiiiloBh. 



317. Charles R Shaffer 

Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 
311). D. O. Ramberger 

Schuylkill Railway Company. 

321. The Wilkoff Brothers Company 

Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co. 

322. H. & P. Mcintosh Estate, et al. In re abandonment of the Newt? Rail- 
Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 

323. W. H. Cox & Company DiscriminalloQ in rales on shipments of 



New York Central Railroad Co, 
, Baltimore & Ohio Rsitroad Co. 

rinim of D. Shaffer. 



Petition for refund o 



shipment of brick, 

.Pib.Cooglc 
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'•. Frank K; Leib In re ligbu at statioD at New Cumb«i^ 

va. iBDd, Fa. 

Northern Central Railway Co. 

Id re reatoratioD of pasaenger traio No. 
152 OQ the Cliicago Division. 



BaltimoK & Ohio Railioad Co. 
.. McKeesport Brick Compsn; 



Rates on brick, Pittsburg to Suterville. 



332. Carry Hide & Far Company 

Penniylvania Railroad Company. 

833. Harrlsburg Pipe & Pipe BendlDg 
Works. 

PennsylTania Railroad Company. 
334. Cephas McClnne 



■Excessive cliarges for tranaEer of scrap 
iron at Harrisburg. 



» and overcrowding of c 



Philadelphia Rapid Transit Co. 
>. II. D. WlddowsoD 



Ituffalu, Rochester 3c Pittsburgh 
Railway Company. 

. Wilkes-Rnrre ft Hazleton Ry. Co. Rates on Coal. 



I<]ilra charges of freight from Punxsii- 
lawney to S'avan. 



Lehigh Valley Railroad Company, 

. United States Sanitary Manufactur- 
ing Company 



I'ittsbui^h Railways Company. 
L J. Aldus Herr 

Adams Uipress Company. 
I. Citizens of Jennen 

Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Oo. 
. Cittsens of Vaoport 

Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 
!. Charles E. Meeban 

Philadelphia & Reading Railway Co. 
. Sharon Vire Brick Company 

Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 
8—27—1910 



Trolley service, Pittsburgh to Monscn. 



In re station faciiitipa. 



Id re restoration of station at Vaoport. 



RntPB on fire clay, Fetterman to Sharon. 
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345. lleury D, Eneland Jo re telephone rates between Uorgan- 

vs. town and RendiiiK, and RendiDS nnd 

American Union Telephone Co. Miic^antown. 

3-tG. Neilson Slinrp Discomfort cauned by not heatlne ears, 
rhiladelpbia Rapid Transit Co. 

348. Carl Van Der Voort ' In re esciioive rate charged for extension 

vs. st't lo desk. 
Central District & Printine Tele- 
arapli Company. 

."MD. W. M. Brinkei-. el al, Inadequate number of cars, size of cars, 

vs. no (raiiers, lialf lionr iicheduie, over- 

WilkinsburK & Verona Street Rail- crowding, poor liglit and equipment- 

(I'itlxburg Itaihvays Comiinny.) 

3S0. 0. A. Cunningham In re E!:flRtbo<ind eonneetions at Blairs- 

vs. villu Intctsection with Oinemaagh 

PpnnsyliraniH Railroad Company. IHyision, Indiana Branch. 

I!51. K. A. Schwartenbet^ Refusal to refund on unused portion of 

vs. ' round-trip ticket. 
Meadviile & Cambridge Springs 
Street Railway Company. 

3.12. Thomas Van Natta Neclect of railroad Company to provide 

vs. pro|>er equipment for cleaning tracks 

Pennsylvania Railroad Company. of snow. 
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PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. 



CITY OF PITTSBURG vs. PITTSBURGH RAILWAYS COM- 
PANY. 

C. A. O'BRIEN, Esq., City Solicitor, For the City of Pittsburgh, 
JAMES C. GRAY, Esq,, E. W. SMITH, For Pittsburg Itailway Company. 



The Mayor ot the city of Pittsbun; transraittpd to this Commisaion resolution 
850 of (^mmoD CouDtil of the city uf Pittaburgli adopted <.)<:tober 2(i, 1908, whicb 
reads as folluws: 

"RESOr.VRD, That liie Mayor be requested to ask tiie PeDnxyi- 
vauia State Kailroad CommisNion to inveslitrale fortliwlth the sanitary 
conditiou of tbe cars of the Stn-et PssseDger Railway Companies of 
Ibe City of Pittsburg, and its metliod of transporting passengers, and 
that the Mayor report any information he may obtain relative to the 
same to councils. 

In Ommon Council, October 2B, 1908. 
Read and Adopted. 

(Signed) WILLIAM BRAND. 

President of Common Council. 



The CommiBsiun requested and received additional iufortaation to the efEect that 
the complaint as to the sanitary condition of ears had to do principally with over- 
crowding. SubsetjueDlly , the Commisaion decided to have an investigation made 
by one of lis members, and Co (his end, delegated t^ommissioner John Y. 
Boyd for this work, notice beinp; given to the Mayor of the city of Pittsburgh; as 
well as th" president of the respondent cotiiimny. After receiving report of Com- 
missioner Boyd the Commission decided to have a Ihoroii);h invextigation made of . 
the traction situation in the city of Pittsburgh, and for this purpose employed tbe 
Stone 4 Webster EDcineerinB Company, of Boston, Mnsancbusetls. 

The reiHjrt mode by the experts employed by the Commitiaion hbs sent to both 
parties to the complaint, and after receipt of their cummenta thereon the Commis- 
sion, on the twenty-third day of April, ltH)9, made the following recommendations: 



FIRST; That additional service be provided by Railways Com- 
iiany during the period commonly known as tbe "niNb hours on " " 
lollowiug routes and to Ibe exact amount indicated opposite each 



[lany during the period commonly known as tbe "niNli hours on the 
Designation 



21a Heidelberg 

lilM fraElon-Inj-ram 

20.1 Craftou-Tbomburg 

'2]it Mount Washington via Tunnel, 

;i07 Arlington Avenue, 



*vri ..,.,.. jiriuiKLOu Avenue, ,-..,.. ..,,.. 4 

4^ Wilmerding via Ilomestead 2 

TIXl Wilklnsburg via Franhslon Avenue r> 

714 East Liberty Express via LilH-rty Avenue r. 

1 ,001 Slinrpsburg via Peon Avenue 5 

104. California Avenue to Avalon and Kmswortl 4 

207 Elliott and Sheridan 4 

303 ICno.'cvillc via TunnH <! 

'Ml Wylie, IledfonI and llerniu Avenue 3 

The maximum mimWr of ears on the muMi i-rm;:eH[r'd I<h<|) witb this 
increaseil scheiUilo would Im one hundred uitd twenty (VM> per hour. 
Car movements will neeessnrily have to be fiicilitaled in every possibh 
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way to rH satisfactory service from this headway, and the actual 
Kchedutc of the different routes may bnvc lo be modified to properly 
take care of the increased number of carti ; this, however, is ao operat- 
ing matter to be worked out by Ihp tmHic department of the Company. 

■■WhereTer possible, the long, double truck cars should be substituted 
for the smaller ones, and a still greater improvement in the service 
would thus be effect nl. 

"SECOND: That the Company station inspectors at every import- 
ant point and that, so far as practicable, llie municipal aulborities 
secure to these inspectors the auiliorily to regulate Ibe headways ot 
cars on the various lines, to the end [bat a closer adherence to schedule 
may be maintained. 

"THIRD; That at all important junctions in tbe terminal district 
electrically operateii switches be introduced or that the switches now 
in place be operated by employes of the Company other than those 
engatced in the operation of tbe ears. 

"FOUKTH: Tliat the Company endeavor to at once improTe the 
lighting arrangemenis in tbe short cars, and give more careful atten- 
tion to the heating and ventilation of all cars. 

"FIFTH: That every legitimate effort should be made to secure 
the speedy abolition ot all grade crossings of steam railroad lines." 

The respondent accepted tbe recommendations made by the Commission, and on 
July 3, 1909, filed a detailed statement showing the exact manner in which the 
additional car service recommended had been installed. 

Subsequently, on October 22, 1900, the Commission wrote the respondent, ask- 
ing whether or not service on its Knoxville line bad been renewed, and received 
advice that a change had been made. 

Before talcing action on this mstter tbe Commission held a conference at Its 
office November 9, 1909, with Hon. W. A. Magee, Mayor of Pittsburgh, subse- 
quent to which, under date of November IG, the then Mayor of the cily 
of Pittsburgh filed a petition with the CummisBion ^requesting a re-opeaing of tbe 
above case, and alleging that the reconniendatioiis made by tbe Commission had 
not been complied with, and that said recommendations were Inadequate to cor- 
rect the conditions complained of. The Commission requested that this petition 
for re-opening be amended so as to specify in detail the inauuer in which its previous 
recommendations had nut been complied with . and also si't forth all other matters 
which it was desired shojild be inquired into. This was tiled and the Commission 
then arrauged, and gave notice lo the parties, of its intention to proceed to the 
city of Pittsburgh to make an investigation, fixing the date for oeginning the 
same as November 2J), ]!H)9. There bad been filed with the Commission at various 
times several additional complaints on the same subject as the above, and notice 
was given to all parties making said complaints that tbe Commission would extend 
a hearing while in tbe city of Pittsburgh. In connection with the said hearing the 
Commisaion was advised that it would have laid before it the result of investiga- 
tiona made by certain experts employed by the Mnyor of the city o^ Pittsburgh, 
under authority of tlie Resolution of the Councils of said city. At tbe same 
time the Commission arranged lo secura the services of Messrs. Stone and Webster, 
Engineers, who had already conducted an examination into this matter. 

A bearing, open to all parties, was held at the Court House, Pittsburgh, 
Penna., Wednesday, December Ist, IStW. Before the hearing was concluded a 
conference between the parties was held and an agreement reached, the result of 
which was the issuance of Ibe fallowing recommendation: 

''Since tbe former recommendation of this Commission, the evidence 
Ibnt we have bad leads us to the conclusion that there has been a con- 
Hjderalile increase of travel on the street car lines of this city, and in 
consequence, it would follow that recommendations that were adequate 
ai that time, would hardly prove so to-dnv. At that time ihc Com- 
miHsinn'K experlH tbouuhl Ili>T>- was iTiiwdini; of the cars on at least 
•■ertain of the linoK in the city, to such a degnn- as deumndt-d relief, 
and our own ohsen'atioo and experiencr since we have iH-cn here on this 
tKTasion, as well a« Ibe informntinn wbiili «o li.ive niviveil fmm 
various reliable sources, convince the Commission that there is sucb a 
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cruwdiDK uf tlie street cam durioj.' Ihp niah hours, as uatumlly aruuucB 
Ihc ontaguDiHrn uf tlic public, nnd caJIs for imnKHliHtu relief. In C(idi=j-- 
iiucnce oE (hat, ihe CummissioD has been advisiog with the Uailwaya 
Com[iaQy and tbe Mayor, infonnjni; them at Ibe Commiiisioii'a opinion 
in this respect, and we have conduded that as a result of that con- 
terence, do further ti-stimuny in this cane ia needed, and all that ia 
required at present, ia for tbe (Jommission to make a re<jotntuendation 
which we are prepared lo du now. That reeommendation , in brief, 
is tbis: 

"That tbe Railways (.Vimiiany put into immediate service all its avail- 
able closed cars, siiitaiile lor the season, assiiniing tbe extra cars lo 
those of ila routes wliich seem the most crowded ; that assignment to be 
siibject to the supervision and direction of an expert to be appointed 
b7_ tbe Commission, and in cuunectioD witb tbnt asaignment, tbe Cora- 
mission's experts shall also take up the question of a change in tbe 
routing of the dilFerene lines to ascertain what relief can be obtilined 
in that way, and this work to be done as speedily as possible. 

"Furthermore, if after the employment of all tbe ears now in control 
of tbe Street Railway Company, it is found that tbe service is still 
inadequate, the <!kimmisgion recommends that the Railways Company 
forthwith proceed to supply additional cars. 

"It is underato<Ml that other cars have already been ordered, but 
have not yet bi'en delivered. Some of them are expected in a short time. 
They are to lie put into senii'e as soon as Ihey are received. 

"When the expert to he appointed by tbe Commission makes his 
report as to the adequacy of the seri'ice. what additionol ears are yet 
needed and what changes, if any, can be made advantageuusly in the 
routes of the dirferent lines, the Commission will make a further recom- 
mendation embracing those points." 

Upon receipt of the very elaborate report of Mr. Emil Swensson, the expert 
appointed by the Commission to investigate the traction aituation in the Cky of 
I'ittsburgh, the Commission deemed it proper and advisable to request Ibe views 
of both the City and tbe Railwa.va /"ompany on that rei»rt before taking any 
definite action. This reijuest was i]uite promptly and very fully complied witb 
by both the parties, so that Ibe Commission now has before it not only the complaint 
and the answer thereto, but also tbe detailed opinion of the expert and his suggestions, 
and the aliitude and views of both of (he parties reapectins tbe same. In addition, 
the Commission also has the excellent report of Messrs. Stone &, Wet>ster, made last 
year Therefore, the Commission is now very well informed as to tbe local 
situation and its lequirementa ; but it dues not follow (hat all that is requirc<) 
to make ihat situation satisfactory ia within ibe power and jurisdicion of this 
Commission. Very far from it. 

In giving the complainant's view of tbe expert's report Mayor Mae<'e maile a 
most excellent and useful analysis and summary of its suggestions, which tbo Com- 
misaioD is pleased to adopt, and which is as follows; 

First. Improvements to be made by the Company and which your representative 
advises you to orrfci' or rct-ommiiiri imiitnlialflii, 
<a) 2<I0 new cars in addition to the SO cars already ordered. 
(1)1 More power plant capacity. 
M Better car storage ac-commodalinns. 
(d) Tn cks and motors for 2fl0 open ears. 
Second. Improvements to lie made by the OoraiHiny and which from their nalun? 
require mure detailed study nnd f/radaal iiitrnduiliun. 
(n) Annual additions and replenishments lo the stock of cars now in 
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From (tils ilif:<'Bt-KiiuiinHry it rfa<lily apiH^ani tliat willi nwi>fC( to tlii> iubIUtb 
specifiod uodpr the lUinl and f'tiirlh spfdons this (.'omuiissioD h»s now uo juriB- 
iliction. It would, thprefore, be uoprofitsWc to give any particular attentioB to 

The suBaestions included in the tiecund section are, as tlie title to tliat Bit-tion 
atatea, improveineDls "whicli from tlieir nature require niim' detailed study and 
gradual intro'liiclMn," So no deRutle revommendatiou reHpecline them can now 
be made. It must be stated just httre, however, that bo far an the internal 
■Daaagemenl of the respondent compauy is <:oncemed this Commission is without 
any authority. 1( ia beyond our province to prescribe its organizHtion, designate ita 
departmeots or distribute its work. It is uoly the diaructer and extent of its 
service to the public with which we have to do; and that is as far as the public 
is now Interested in its affairs. 

Thin brines us to the consideration of the first section of the Mayor's analysis, 
which- embraces recommendations for 1>etter car storBKe aciKimmodations, mure 
power plant capacity. 2tiO new cars and additional tnicks and motors for 'JfH* o|)en 
cars, — here state<l in the order in which we will discuss tliem. 

Respecting car Rtonme accommodations near (lie terminal district and sufficient 
power for the peak loads, we are now officially advised that (he respondent "has made 
plans to stort> cars as near the terminal district as possible, and appreciates the 
advantages to be obtained thereby," and at its power pbints "lias many improve- 
ments and additions now in the course of construction." We, therefore, expect 
adequate and proper cor storaKe facilities near the terminal district to be promptly 
provided, and ample power for the peak loads to he supplied and maintained. 

The gist of the whole matter, as it primnrily affects the public, now confronts 
us, — the question of adequate accommodations during the rush hours. Out of the 
different views on this question all the trouble and feeliuK have arisen, and to 
It all other matters reB|)ectin(,' the service rendered by the respondent sre but 
subsidiary and incidental. 

A brief review of j-eneral conditirms, as tbey are presented to us by the dale 
at our command, will aid materially in delerminiug Uie present situation and its 
needs. The respondent company oiwratcs "aljout 150 originally chartered companies, 
of which about 40 were oriKJnally independently oiierated lines or syBtems," 
with "about lOS routes and schedules over its system," of which 'about W routes 
enter the terminal district." "The corjiorate organization of the underlying com- 
panies must be maintained, and to some estent their inde])cndent corporate operation 
must be adhennl to ; ■ " ' • this Company cannot tear all these under- 
lying companies apart and operate them as it sees lit." "The greater portion of 
the Company's system is outside the city limits," it having about 2T5 miles of 
single track in the city, n1>out ^l-'i miles in adjacent boroughs and suburbs, and 
about 80 miles interurhan ; and "ils operations are carried on in two cities, 06 
buroughs an<] 32 townships. Each of (hese municipali til's have various require- 
ments in their franchises * * * to the companies, and there are terms 
and conditions ri-quiring specifli-^l servici- liy the underlying companies which do 
n»t leave the ojiernting company tree to alter its service in accordance with 
reasonable present requirements;" for "many fninchises specifying the routes to be 
followed by the cars are contracts Itetween the municiiia lilies and the underlying 
com[>anies, and it has been found impossildc to make many changes which would 
be highly desirable." Many of the IH; nuites entering the terminal district extend 
beyond the city limits. 

cbamc'ler of llie various comuiuiiili.'s servinl liy It a 
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tory are lurely anucuol.-" also llint "lornl comliti'ms iutpritosc a comlii nation of 
difflculties tarply toiiQd in olhir c-itipK," and llint ''none of tlie Ipading communities 
in this couDlrr lias to contend with tiie rombhied difficulties that Pittsburgh bas." 

With, thpn, botii Rreat natural snil arlitirial difficulties eni-ounlrreil in con- 
stmctioD, niaintenand' and o|H>ralion, and tlif coupany so largely controlled by 
CranohiBc oblisntionH in thi' niimiTuus tminicipnlitli-s ii i>nlors. it in i|uiti> npimrent 
that rotiKidemhli! lime, mimey, study and work will be required to place and to 
maintain the oi^aniiatiun, plant mid operntiotm of the company in a satisfactory 
rondition, and that the public and the interested muitici pall ties muat lend ttieir 
aaaislanci' in onler to accomplish this end. Such tacililies are fur the l>enefit of 
nil, and they should he, and only can be Kecnred by the cooperation of nil . 

"The key to the traction situation in this territory is, of eourf*, the doiru-tnira 
or business section, o • • • which can properly be named the Terminal 
District." "The key to the surface traction situation in I'ittsbureh is the capacity 
and arrangmentH of the downtown terminalfl during the pealc of tlie load, occuritii; 
between the hours of .'i and I*. M." These derlnrations by our expert mean more 
track room and more and shorter l.iops in the terminal diatricl, and more cars: 
the number of Ihe cars and their satisfactory operation lieing necegsarily largely 
dependent ii|Km the extent of Ihc tracks and tlic minilM>r and arranjiemenl of the 
loops: for he adds, iMirentlietically, "Thia, of course, means that the cumiwny 
must poBseas more cars. Asain, it means that more room or more streets to 
handle cars and paKseiiKi'rs must be furnished in Ihe terminal district , where main 
lioints of embarkation are locatnl." Tliis lie further emphasiEes by Htatins that 
"tracks should be spread opt over the whole business district, utilizint; all streets," 

of only over onr-half thereof ss at pn-sent." 

It is indisputable thnt cam ar.' heavily overcrowded durinj; this hour, and it can 
not be denied that the same situation to a xn-ater or less deitree exists in every 
city In the land. Three remedies have from time lo time lieen proposed; first, a 
law prohibiting mori> than n pn>scrihed number of riders on a car at one time, — but 
as yet, at least, our people will not cons.'nt ; secondly, the carrier to furnish room 
for every patron at the time and place he wants It, —an absolutely impossibility at 
l)ersent acconline to every authority; and thirdly, such a voluntary distribution 
by the people of their patronage durinic the crowde<l periuil as will load all (he cars 
therein available somewhat equally, — but every one inslKts upon lakinR the first 
car. Fur those whose day's work has lit>i'n liar<l and loti}-, au<l whose lioun nt 
home ate necessarily limiteil, there is some eseus- for such insistent haste; hut 
those who can control their own time and mo\'einents should ordinnrly set a better 
example by the exercise of a little patience, and thus contribute to the ci>mfort of 
themselves and others. A complaint of overi'rowdltti; i-omcs with liad Rrace from 
such persims, for by their action in biHirdins a cniwdeil car they but intensify 
and augment the trouble alioiit which they complain. And it is not so much for 
these persons, hut rather for the others almve n-ferred to, and whose dis<-um[ort 
these but increase, that we are iiarticuhirly anxious to find some relief. What 
Hliall it be? It seems that it must now be found in n sort of a combination of the 
second and third methods above mentioneil. — mure cars by the Railways Comiwny, 
more iMtieni'p on the part of Ihe pi^ople, and, also, more, assistance from the muni- 

[n January last Mr. Swens«on rejiorls '>i ,7<m senls furnished from the terminal 
district iM-tween .1 and (1 oVhick V. M., iind .tT.r^Nt passensers then ™rried. 
the respondent claims that hut 30,000 passengers are aboard the cars at one time Id 
that hour owing to chanses en route ; while our expert reasons that hecaiise this is 
the hour of loni; hauls, when transfer additions occur before many alieht and when 
fares are most likely to be missed, the ureater number should be taken as eorreel. 
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the probability is that Ihe exact number carried at one time ia aomewhete lietween 
the two estimatea given : but that we ma; be on the safe side we will accept the 
larfter number as correct iu discussiii'; llie sidiation. 

Witli, then, 21,ri00 seats for 37,5iH) uasBi'ttBers It is esident that, if the pa»- 
sengt^rs be distributed in ail the cars in proporlion to their seating capacity, 
encli car will have i^vcosa of paHscnsers over senia of 75 per teut. ; but bscause, 
as every one Imous, uo stub e(|ual distribution ever occurs, Ihe tact is that 
Btyne cars carry a much greater number uC passengers tbpn others, so that in some 
cases the excess load is much greater than the percentage given. This is caused 
by every one Mcekiug ihe linit car and beinj; unwilling to wail for a later one, 
as licfure statMl : and since it ia wholly impossible Co provide c-ars sufficient for 
all ni one lime nnd place, this difficulty cannot be eliminated by any known 
prai'licable melhoil except by the voluntary action of the patrons above referred 
to. In dealing with Ilie rush hour problem, therefore, we can only do so by 
considering the accommodations nci'cssary and possible during that whole pi'riod. 
][ a sufficient number of cars is furnished during that period for the reasonable 
accommodation of the patrons, and sche<luW and run so as best to meet, as 
far as practicable, the demands of Ihe (liferent portions of the hour, that ia 
all that can reHRonabiy lie n><iuiii>d of the res|>ondent : and if then the people 
still iiorstdt in cruwdinK lht.> first cars to ihc ni';:le4't of those to follow, the con- 
sequent discomfort and annoyance will be caused liy their own action, and they 
may discover later that what Mr. SwcnKsnn had in mtnd when he said "can not used 
riinnol be expected to run" bns actually occurred. 

What, Lhen.iH reaxanable accommodation — reasonable bolh with respect to 
the <'ompany and to its patrons — during the rush faoursV Certainty not that which 
exacts an avemge exc.'ss londine of 75 per cent. Nor, on the other hand, can 
It be, at least in our present stiiie of the development of trolley service in our 
lal^e cities, that which supplies a seat for every pae.-wager at Ibis period just 
when he wants it. The demand for trolley service, as also that for steam rail- 
road service, has grown mor*' rajiidly in this counliy (ban it has appeared possible 
for the companies rendering such service lu iieep pace with, notwithstanding 
great efforts so Co do. Thus, the respondent states that since January Ist, 1902 
(when it under took the operaCion of this system) "there has been expended for 
improvements and beltermenta on the system f8, 073, 050.00, and for extension, 
l.otb in the city and outside thereof, (he additional sum of j;i 0,480, 070.00. These 
livo i-ntiniioiia sums of money have iM'en fumisbeil by the present owners of Ihe 
company • * ' • at only five per cenC, interest," and without Ihe 
issue of "a dollar of o ve reap italiaat ion or watered stocit, • • • or one dollar 
iu dividends to its stockholders." Tliis cerlainly negatives any allegation that Ihe 
company hns made no effort to improve its facilities, even although those facilities 
ore tiot yet what tbey should be. I'or this, as herelufure slale<l, both mOre time 
and more money are yet required. Then-fore, ideal conditions cannot be oblainnl 
Alt once, and in uo event can they be secui'eil by the unaiisisted efforts of the 
Hallways Company; for as we have seen and as will be shown again later, much 
must bo done by the interested municipalities, and in the prosecution of that 
work the public concern aho-.ild be mauifesteil and felt. Kiit since the jurisdictioo 
of this Commission extends over neither the public nor tlie municipalities, its 
recommendations must be confined to such mailers as are deemed necessary and 
advisable, and possible of accomplishment by the Railways Company under its 
present franchise obligations and wiib Ihe slreel mom and possible terminal loops 
and facilities il now possesses. 

A careful consideration of all tlicne mailers impels the Commi!<sion to the con- 
clusion that it would be both injudicious and wilhout any substantial public benefit 
to recommend at this time that (be Railways Company now make Ihe great addition 
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to its Tollins Htocfc tbat the eiperfs report auggests, vii: 260 No. 4000 caw ot 60- 
•eat capncilj, and tracks and motors for 200 open motor cars. Our Btudr o( 
Cbe case fails to convinci? us tlint present local circumstances and conditions now 
require such additional pquipmeut, or that so many additional cars can now be 
operated suc^pmifiillj' and advanlaReoosly to Ihe public, or liiat it would be fait 
and juBc to the Hailwiiys Company to aak is tu incur the great expenditure this 
would necesBarily require, without and reliable aseurance that the improvements 
and extensions absolutely denuiniled for the aucceasful and advantageous operation 
of BUCb enlarged equipment con and wilt be promptly made. 

The outside ealimate of the rush hour travel last winter is 37,500 passeugers. 
The cars then provided numbered 685 and fumiahed 21,500 seats. Since theu 
the onler previously Riven for KOnew .'le-st'at urban and 20 similar inlerurban cars 
haa, we underalaud, been filled and nearly all these cars equipped and placed in 
aeirice. The remaining cars of that order wiU be in service very soon and liie 
interurban cars replace 20 of "ihe company's former standard double truck cars" 
which are now 'available for city service," Regarding then only the closed cars 
and the winter service, we must now add to last winter's 21,500 seats those supplied 
by these 80 new 5fi-seat cars, lesa 10 per ceni. tliereof for etuergeticies and repairs, 
and the 20 double Irink 43-seat cHni fn.in ihe interurban lines, nn agBreKate of 
4,892, mailing' a total present provision of 2«,.t92 ieati. 

If to tbes should then be added the aentine enpacity of 17-> more 
new 50-seat cars (being the 23ti Mr. Swniasoa suggests, plus 10 
per cent, for emergencies, etc., and plus the extra tripa of some, 
this with SO cara being equivalent to 255 cars, as he says, and 
less the 80 urban cars already provided) we have additional 9,800 Beats. 

Our total would then be 36,192 s<-nt3. 

and 952 cars provided in the terminal district during the hour — 
for if they are not needed at this time it does not appear that 
they are required at all. The excess average load would then be a 
little over 3 per cent., and the new csra, 267, would average 
over 4 per minute, and the above total of cars about IS per 

And if we should still increase the nccomraodations to the 
extent that "06 additional .W-aeat capacity motor cars to take Iho 
place of 100 out-of-date oldest four-whei'l cars" would afford in 
exceas ot Ihe cars so replaced , we gain 89G seals. 

and have now a grand total of 37,088 seats. 

ApproiimBtely a seat for every passenger during the 
"a coneuniation devoutly to be wislied," perhaps, but 
large community in this country. 

With this last addition of seals, however, we obtain a reduction of 34 in the 
number of the cars, srill leaving, however, an increase averaging about 4 per 
minute. This increase in seats accompanying a loss in the number ot cara lo 
oiierate, and consequently in the number of crews required, etc., shows very 
foixHblj the benefit to lie derived both by the public and by the company by 
eiebanging the smaller for larger cars whenever and wherever practicable. The 
respondent evidently appreciates Ibis, for it baa recently adopted a larger standard 
car— the .W-aeat No. 4000 type— and no doubt will and will be expected to, replace . 
with these or similar tars the smaller and old standard cars as rapidly as prac- 
ticable an all routes where their o|>eration is pos-sihle and the travel warrants it. 
But it is useless tA furnish a car seat for eoch passenger during the runs hour 
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unless tbe patroaB will avail thoiWlves of tliis Divuiniuodation. If, nutwitlistand- 
fort, thpy Rtill persist '" crowding the 
; for others — uo iHisHible increase in the 
number of cars onn prpvent the ovpn'roivdinn. If the people, however, will 
evince a disposition to so distribute their patrunaice clnriD^ this hour as to giv^ 
eai-b car then nm ils fair proportion and uveniee of tlie hour's travel, and the 
number of cars tlien provi>ti insufiicient for the reasonable comfoit of nil. and the 
operation of additional cars be at uM pmctii'al)le , this Ommissiun will recom- 
mend that a still greater number of cars be forthwith provided until such comfort- 
able accommodation is secured. At present no such disposition is manifested by 
the public, and the later cars of the hour are compuratively empty. Mr. Swensson 
very wisely emphasizes the necessity for reform ,in this attitude of the public if 
any i-onaiderable and permanent relief from the overcrowding of cars is to be 
obtained: and we are but following liia advice ivhen we declare that each leg of the 
"three-legged stool" he constructed "must perform ils specific duty equally welt 
or * • * • there will he no satisfactory sen-ice." 

In the foregoini; calculation of seats and passengerR we have left out of all 
consideration the "14 cars of .'tft-seat capacity lo take the place of the 30 of the 
best four-wheel cars" proposed "to be usnl on the ilown-town shuttle loop," because 
that loop requires the nnthorily of the city for the occupation of streets, or 
portions of streets, ou which thei'e are now no tracks. It will be sufficient to 
make provision for its operation when at least the authority for its construction 
has beeu Rranted. For summer travel the open ears — which contain more leata 
than the old standard closed cars — are available, and even if they supplant the 
28-seat 4 wheelere, the trucks and motors of which can be used on these open 
cars, there will be a net gain of 17 scats tor each such replacement. Thus the 
seats that can be supplied in tlie summer exceed by several thousand those furnished 
in the winter: and. therefore, then' a]>pears to be now no necessity for acquiring 
^00 motors and trucks for the open cars. 

Furthermore, the successful and advantageous operation of these additional cars 
in the terminal district is now impracticable. In January last when 20 per cent, 
mure seats had already tieen furnished pursuant to the direction of this Commis- 
sion, we ore advised that "the congestion of cars on streets is much greater than 
a year ago. owing to more cars and team traftic-," Referring to a suggestion thai 
the routes be rearranged to go Ihriiufth the terminal district, Mr. Swensson says; 
"Hie most inielligeui complainants at tmction condition in I'lttsburg long ago 
recogniieil that more track and stn-et room in the terminal district is an absolute 
necessity for the movement of the additioDal cars reguireil :" and, speaking of the 
length of the terminal loops and the frequent crossing of the lines there, be adds, 
"willi such condition at present, what would be the condition if Ihe actual number 
of cars required by the ruKh hour traffic, about 25^ adiiitionai, were to run over 
these same ioujis during this hour? There simply would not be room enough," 
To remedy this condition, which he calls "the chief source of the cotnplaints by 
the patrons," he says, "A better distribution of loops over the entire down-town 
district is necessary." And further along he declares that it is "abaolutclj/ impogiible 
to handle all the cars required between '■ and G V. M. in the terminal district, even 
tcftcn laid dUtrirt ia enlarged and riiirrangi:d ni ri-coninu-Hdrd , as fast aa the 
patrons desire;" and in his 12th recommendation he says. "Without Ibis additional 
trackage and street room, it is uvIrsK in mid all iif tlirtr ncrdi-d car* lo the rotting 
sioik, as palkd for in above rei-ummrndatinu" (The italics in these last quotations 

President Callery saj-s, "These additional cars • • • cnnuot be operated 
over the different roiiles • • • • * • If all of the suggested 

unmher of cars be procured it would be impossible to operate them at the present 
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time in tbe i'oiii!<'Htixl porliuii of tlic lily rliirioi; tlie ru»h huuiH." llu siIiIb tJiut 
'■The cumitany belieiPS iliat with innirovi-mcnts in llie lerinioal district more eare 
cau be tml into senice and new sclirdulos t-an In' arrauneti witL closer lieadway." 

Ou Ihe same [>oint Slayor Alagpe veiy frankly Hayn, "Tlie only question involved 
bere are whether Ihprc is suilicieQt track milcBKe in the terminal district for 
the necessary ad<litionaI lats, and whether khiiI cars can be advanlniteoiisly liandletl 
nith r«feren<-i> (o the safety, comfort and convenience of the people, ••••••. 

While the additional carB, 'MD or therealMiuls in number, could be more advun- 
tageonsly bandied with a new and additional systeni of strret traehing and lougiing 
or routing in the tenninal district, which sysleni cuutd he formulated in the interval 
while the new cam are being made ready it ia by no means impossible to advan- 
tageously operate the additional <-ars if the Railways Company peralHts in ila 
present plwns in that district, *•••••. It, however, it ia 

deeme<] advisable. It would be poasible to divert some of tlie long-haul trippers 
around short loops already provided, or to sliBhllj* reartange some of the routes, 
hut without making any immntiate radical changes as the present tracks can 
accommodate nil the CHI's that should be ordered. Tliete is no reason for delay as any 
di'sired improvement in routing can be studied while the cars are being constructed." 
All this clearly recounjzcs that there is a serious ijuestion of the feasibility of 
properly operating so many additional cars in Ihe present terminal district i and 
the general suggestionii that a diversion of "some of the long-haul Irippei's" and 
a slight rearranjivraent of "sumc of the routes," presumably ou existing (racks, 
wouhl render such operation praclLcal)l<^ provide* neither the Railways Coni|>auy 
nor ilie Commission with any such definite advice as can be weighed and acted 
upon. And Jlr. Callerj- states very positively, "Tliat, to effect changes of routes 
by the use of (mrts of definite Bysteuis, additional switches and curves are necessary, 
and these cannot be put in witbour the approval of the niunici|>al autliorities." 

With the opinions slveu us by the expert and the Interestetl |>artieH ns above 
quoted, it certainly will not he thought stniu;{e that we seriously doubt the prac- 
ticability of thi- succi-ssful and advantageous o|ieratiun of so many additional cars, 
over 4 per minute, in the terminal district with the track facilities and space now 
enjoyed by the Railways Companj'. And it must be noted, even ir this opera- 
tion were perfectly feasible in the terminal distiid. it could not now be applied on 
various routes leading Iherefomi iuto ndjoiniiiK buruughs and mnnictpalties because 
of the size of (he cars Indlcalefl. Mr. Callery stuti's that Ihe company "find it 
impossible today to apiily tliem ou roules over which they can be operated • • •. 
A]>plicalii>n lias been made by the comimny (o munici|>alities outside Ihe cily 
limits for niilhority and permission to install Ihe necessary loops and 'YV or make 
various track allerulions to protiile for the I'lenrance necessary toe these cars and 
for turning them al Ilie ends of tlie rtiuti's, nixl in every case such requests have 
Iteen tabled or indifferently received and action jioKiiJoaed." So even the number 
ot routes on which these new standard cars can now be used is limited. 

And with such doubts, al least, n-specting its ability lo proiwrly operate so 
many additional curs in the teruiinni district, and «n some of the routes to and 
from that district, by reason of tbe contracted facilities and tile condition and 
character of the terminals, t'l imjin.ve which municipal consent and authority are 
prenHiuisltes. would it be reiisonable and cquiiniile to plai-e upon the Railways 
Company Ihe entire burden of an experiment designed ti) test anil to resolve these 
doubts? To make such an exiieriment would neeessilnte the eipcnditure by that 
eumpany ot an enormous sum of money for the nec-ssnry preparation, eqiiiiiraent 
and labor, while neiiber of llie other parties in interest, Ihe muncipality and the 
public, would inc-ur any eM.ensi- iiv assume any ohligallim whatsoever. The inim- 
pany wouhl assume every risk. If (he experiment should prove a success— which 
result is very doubtful according lo all our advlcea— well and goodl. but If, It 
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sboulil iJfmoustrnti' the utter fulilily of uuy aiuli uperations, what would be tbe 
ailualioD of Ibe Ilailwaja Couipiiii.vV Its moiuj' would be spent, ita equipment 
secured and its work done, but all for nnuelit. Mr. StveusHon suys sucb demoD- 
BtratioD "will effcctit-elj' prove the alMoiiltc ueed of more tracks nnd more streela 
for Ibe lniiis|H)rlniioii of Ibe iwujile of this coimiintiilj- ;" bui this ueceSBity baa 
been knowu for some tiiue, as xlionu by tlie boreiubefore <|uoted jibrase from 
bis report tu tbe elToi-t Ibnt, "The most lutelliaeut L-oiiiplaiuuDtii of traction con- 
ditiona in I'ittKburKb Iodk ago ret-oguised that inure track aud street room in the 
terminal district is an abaolule uecessity for tlie movement of the additional cars 
required, etc." : and yet Ihls "absolute Deceesity" is still unprovided. It is wholly 
unnecessary to demonstrate a self-evident truth. 

Tbe City declares (aeain repeatinB some quotations) that "a nc* and edditii>ual 
system of street tracliing and luopine or ruuliofi in the terminal district * * • 
eould be formalaU-d in tbe interval while the new tars are being mnde ready," and 
Ibat "any desired improvement in routing can be tttidUd ivbile tbe can are lielng 
const rue trtl." We have here italicized the importiiut words in these clauses in order 
to show that tbey give nu promise whatever that tlic necessary work (widening 
Nud opening sireels, etc.) will be done, or that the required authority will be 
i;ninl«t to the Railways Company. They may "formulate," ascertain and put 
in a definite statement, such "new and additional system of street tracking and 
looping, etc.," and may "study any desired improvement while tbe cars are being 
constructed" — sucb study being necessary for even tiie proposed formulation — but 
study aud fornmlation are useless unless the necessary positive action in work and 
in the grant of franchise authority certainly follow. Of ibis there is no assurance. 
Indeed it is likely llial no such assurance can be given until plans are fully deler- 
ininecl aud agreeil uiion, and aiijiroved and (he work authorized by Ihe proper 
municipal authorities ; and when this can or will be done is quite uncertain. Even tbe 
Mayer, however willinj; to act and lo act promptly, can hardly wholly control nud 
ilirecl such action. And the experience which the Itailwuys Company says it has 
ha<l in such matters heretofore, and particularly when "it had plans prepared and 
approved by the municipality, and materials purchased anil delivered on the streets 
fur additional terminal loop facilities in the early part of lUOti. when a change in 
tiie cily administration took place and permission to proceed was absolutely re- 
fuse<l," very naturally makes it unwilling lo procee^l far In any improvements 
dependent upon cooperation by the <'ily without some definite and obligatory con- 
tract tu rely upon. It states that even at present "Tlie City of I'ittsburc itsi^lf 
has some municipal improvements in view which would pei'mit the use of some of 

ccedinRE in court, or in some cases by indifference on the part of tbe city offi- 
cials, snd in other cases by a desire on the part of the city officials, to 
increase the taxes and obligations of Ihe company." Tliis statement indicates 
and snggt'sfs a possible additional obstacle tlint may be eucouniered before the 
retpiisile improvements can be madi'^even althouzh nsreed upon and authorized 
by tbe immediate partieii — ^namely, some troublesome and tedious, if not success- 
ful, litigation instituted by some third parly or parties. It is but ordinary fair- 
ness and justice that all ihese mattere should be fully considered, and their rela- 
tion to and possible effect upon the respective parlies duly regarded, when one is 
called upon to determine their relative rights nnd duties in the premises. And 
this leads us lo euucludc that It wdiild. be unrensonabie and unjust to now ask the 
Railways Couipnny to provide all tbe aililitlonnl I'quipmeiil sug|!:etili-il. 

It must here lie noted that in addition to Ihe NCI new urlmn cars and tbe 20 new 
inli'rurbaii cars (the latter n-lenHJug -M of Ibe W-seai tyiie for city service). We 
are just now informed tluit Till new cluseil liU-seiit trail cars have been ordered (or 
delivery next Fall, nil of which equipment has been provided since this proceed- 
ing began, and to some extent at least in consequence thereof. C i(.K.)'-^lc 
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Tbis nclcJitionnl equipiut'Ut. pvon aflcr tlio iisiinl nllowaorc of 10 per ceut. is 
deiluctCKl, win proiiilp T,^)!)^ mort} et-nle aixl iiiL-rt-iiuu tlic tulnl number of B^nts to 
21), 001', wliicli for, Bftj- Sa.OOO paaspimprn , an I'stlmatoi increase o( 4 per cent, 
over the uiimbcr last year, will nwiEt Id au averafto overload of about 34 per cent. 
Tim iiuiM-iiUstaLiitiiiK tins niliiiTs b.v nion- lliaii .ini-hnlf tlie i neon von ienre nud 
aunoyaui-e bo KfievonHly eompluineil of IuhI vintei-, il ilo™ uut yi't apiii-ar to the 
ComitilgHion 1o fiiriiisli all the acL-unnuudntloiiii whii-h may reasonably be exi>eeti-<l 
from the rompany at this time, niicl «-e are llierefore reeoiniiicndinK tbo purehose 
of a furllier number of ears suflicient to reduee this overload to a fraetion over 
23 per cent, lly ini-reaains the number of seats to 2l,liV2 Iliis will on an averajfe 
load reduce the slraphanRers of last winter from 42 to 13 in each 56-aeat car; 
from 33 to 10 in ea<'h 43-si'at car and from 21 to 7 in eaeh 2S-seat car, a very 
iuurke<l improvement which should prove *ery grntifyin? to the public. While 
our part of the work ia accomplishetl wbcn we make the reoommendation for the 
purchase of these additional cars, it yet remnins to be seeu just how far tbo 
people will cooperate to secure the uniform Eoadinz neeesaary lo afford this estimated 
comfort nnd relief. We think tliis additional numlier of cars can now be operated 
nithout any very serious or insurmountable difficulty. 

Our formal rec<jmmendations will be found to iuelude a number of other matters 
also; and mben additional and improved track and loop faeillties in the terminal 
district and elsewhere in the City of Pitt8bun;h and in the adjacent municipalities, 
are obtained, the rommiHsiun will mako any further recommenitatious that the 
circuioatanceB may require. 

The Commission is impressed with the belief that liuth liie Railways Company 
and the present administration of the City ef l'itlsbur);h arc ready and willing 
(o adjust alt diFTereni-i'S and to make all reaxuiiabie aKro^'nienlK and contracts necessary 
to accomplish [lie eKtahlishmenl uf harmonious relations and ot a very satisfactory 
trolley service, and il is earnestly hopwi that the pnblic will also heartily cooijerate 
Cb this end. If the ri^ht apirit is mauifesletl by the tbrce parties in intereat a much 
more satisfactory and permanent and e<iuilable result can be obtained than by any 
other method. And if such dispoailion be manifested by all the parties and Iberc 
should yet arise any such difTei-ences of opinion ns seem to liazard an amicable 
and satisfaelory n;;reement, this Commission will, if desired. lend its jrood offices, 
ns an adi-isnry hoard, towards tlie just adjustment of such dilTerenees. Tliis is in 
compliance with the ri-<|uest of the Mayor thai "the Commission aet in an advisory 
capacity in n'eanl to those incidental mntlerB over which it has no direct control." 

Informally, and solely because of tlie request of the Mayor, "that such recom- 
mendations be made lo the City of I'itlslnircli as may aeem pro)>er nnd just to the 
C^mniiiSKion," do we preauur< to make any sueci-stions to that municipality. Flut 
he<«use of (hat riHjueat. and of our <iirni'st desire lo do nil we can to promote the 
welfare and advan<-ement of thai sniit ciimmuiiity, while at the same time main- 
taining the corporate righta and privities of its important traction interesla, we 
now suEJTOst tbal the City fully and carefully consider Ihe enlargement of the 
gateways to its tenuiual district: the widenins nnd op^-nintc of streets; the reKuiation 
of the street traffic; the improvement of the surface of the streets; the elimination 
of grade crossinRs uf steam railroads, nnd the grant, upon reasonable terms, to 
the Railways Company of the franchise rielits necessary to enable that Company 
to operate successfully anil advanlaijeously ihe number of caiB required to properly 
meet the constanily increasing demand for ita service. This siiKgeation we also 
proffer to all the adjacent muuicipa1lii-K, since ilieir interests are inseparably 
"inler-ri'latiil mid InjuimI Kinelher" with Ihoai- of the City of I'itlsburKli. Our 
r>v'»mmenduli<uis !■> ilu' Railways Comjiiiny imlade a prmisioti that it submil lo 
the differi'nt municipal authoriliea reipnwis for such additional franchise jirivileges 
as it deems nec<'asary for Ihe complete fulfillment of its every duty, which requests, 
ve tniat, wij' iqeet with reasonable and prompt consideratiOio and be disposed of.' 
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ODiicubly and juslly, ami lu tlif <illiinale b.-iit-Iit of all. Tliv auBKemions of Mr. 
SweDHKou may \\>'tt 1)l> (ahi'u us rfuxuDH fur unil a guiik- In a wiw auil pru[ier Bolutjon 
uf these mutters. TLcy Hhuulii be aiipruucliMl and coQxidered and nettled in u 
bruad public spirit and witb a deBira only to best subserve all the interested parties ; 
and not an an oiipurtiinity for iipuallies and jvprisals. Tkie past is gone; let all 
now linve n-tianl only tor tlic FuturL'. 

Many of the siieKeBtiuos, and soiav of tiie important reeommendations, contained 
in our expeit's re|iort have bi'eil endorsed with the a|>i)roval of the Company ; and 
on the otbor ]ian<l, some oE tliem are declared to be inipraoticable at tbis time, 
while atill otliers are said to be impuKsible of realixalion. 

We have herein already stated our position aa to the orsanization and internal 
afFairs of tlie Uailways Company, but, apart from that and the specific recommenda- 
tions we now make, tlie (.'ominission deairpK that Company to give serioHa conHidera- 
tton of all of ^Ir. SwensBon's aug».'estiuus with a deleriniued purpose to put them into 
effect so far as the practical experienie of its officers demonstrates that they are 
likely to \itove of any Bubstantial advanlajje to the iiul>lic. 

And now on Lbis 23rd day of June, lUlO, the Commission hereby issues the 
following 

HKCOMMENUATIO.NS. 

1. That 50 addjliunal closed motor cars of 5t;-st'at capacity be onlered at once tor 
delivery as speedily as possible. 

2. That all cars be distributed over practicable routes according to the amount 
oftravel, aud during rush hours be sclieiliiled to meet so far as pinwible the dnmands 
Ihen'ot; and that, outside of the morninj; and eveninw rush hours, a sufficient 
number of caw 1>e run un all routes to Mccommodate the travel comfortably. 

3. That hereafter there be annual additions to the rollicK stock amjiiy sufficient 
to provide for any iuerease in travel and to »u|)iily the loss from wear and tear. 

4. That -lo far as the character of the various routes permits and the travel 
thereon reguin-s, and as the wearand tear of the nillin); stock demands its 
renewal, the old SS-seat cars should Is.' replaced by the r>(!-seat or other cquall7 
good large type of cara. 

5. That routing and re-routiuR and the operation of short runs should be care- 
fully Etiidie<l and, from time to time, esperlmentiil with, as the city, the other 
munici|>alilieK cuncenied, and Ihc Comiiany may tiud advisable and practicable, 
until the best arranuepient thereot is determined, aud that thereupon publication 
be mn<le of the several routes aud the servicis thereon tor the convenient infoc^ 
matiim and BUidaui'e o( the patrons, an<l that when-viT now praclieable, or here- 
after renderiil so, the lermhint Iisijhi be shorlennl, the nun]l>er of stojis thereon 
decreasi'd and the crossiu;:^ of lo<i|>s by each otlier a\-oiiled. 

(i. That nil cars be reeularly and thurouulily c)enni-d both inside an<l outside eiu'h 
day, with such additional cleanins during the day aa the circumalunceH demand and 

10. That the end<^avo^ to eliminate grade crosHings of steam railroads be pros 
be re<]uired. 

7. Tlial the roadbed l)e maintained in firsl-t'biss condition, and that the power 
plants he made Niiffi<'ient for ev<'i'y di'mnnd. 

S. That r'ersistent endeavor be made ti) kee|i the cars on schedule time. This 
is reganletl as very important. 

9. That the Comjiany prom[>ily deti>nnine the additional franchise privilegea 
it regards as necessary for the must satisfactory and efficient aervice, and then 
make ajiplication to the resjiective municipal authorities for the grant thereof, 
and persist in efforts to obtain the same until a definite conclusion is reached. 
permit, and that ample provision be made for prompt nnd full repairs as they may 

11. That proper and adequate provision lie made tor the storage of cars near 
the terminal district, so that the cars can be padliy mn in for short trips and 
fur the rush hour service. ( ~,,.,.,|,, 

Di: z- !), ^lOC-MC 
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CORRY HIDE AND FUR COMPANY vs. NEW YORK CEN- 
TRAL AND HUDSON RIVER RAILROAD. 



Th)B WAN a (stiDplniDt allpeixfC that the rates on hides and furs from ^tointa 
on Ihe Pennsylvania Division of respcmdent's line to Corry, Penna., were excessive, 
the specific instance given being a charge of Boventy-oup ceulu (71c) for the carriage 
of a single hide from 4i(lsiinin Station, Clearfield Coiiuly, to Corry. It is further 
alleged tliat the resijondent'a rates in the same territory to Corry were not in line 
with rates iu Ihe same territnry to iKiints in New York State where competltOTB 
In business weri^ lo<'nte<l. nor in line with raii's to Erie, Penna.,' altbough Corry 
was nearer to the point of origin than any of the other places indicated. 

The answer of Ihe respondent rampany waa that tliere wei« no joint through 
rates from points on its Pennsylvania Division to Corry, Penna,, and that the 
fihi|>ment wliieli wan the subject of complaint moved via the line of respondent 
company and of tlie Kric Railroad Company to destination. It wag further painted 
out that if the Khipmenis liad not been routed by the sbippcr to take Erie Rail- 
road delivery at destination the same would have moved via respondent's line 
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Several months later compliiinaut a.uain brought tbis matter to the attention of 
the Commission, alleging lUal no ai-tion had been taken by the respondent to put io 
force tliruugh joi[it rales. IteHpondent replied thai the work was progressing aa 
rapidly as possible. 

The Commission wan advised by tbe respondent that class rates from their Beech 
Creek district west of Jersey Shore to f'jtrry, Pemia., have been issued, and as 
tbe same HUtisfied the ciimplainnnt, the tiase was marked closed. 
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LOYALSOCK IMPROVEMENT COMPANY vs. ADAMS EX- 
PRESS COMPANY. UNITED STATES EXPRESS COM- 
PANY. AMERICAN EXPRESS COMPANY. 



Tbc ('i>lil|>1illtil WHS llii' rfSLilt of n-fiisul on tlif Jinrt of tlie> ri-s]iomleDl3 tu pick 
up aud deliver I'upiii^s inatlci' in tluit iiortiun of Viillnmout — a ri^sidfuiial section 
of Ijoyalstock Towusliip, I.jcouiins; Couiily, Uouml on tlic north by llnwthom 
Avenue, west by I'rosiiect Terroi-e nnd soutli and east by Ibe Williamsport city 
line — the fespondculs cnnfiiiinR their jiick up and delivery si'rvice tn the city limits. 

Dula fiimisliecl the Couiiuission ivas ii> the effi-ct Ihof Ihe entire esiiress business, 
botb inboun<l niiil oulWnud, of this lorritory amouutiil to an atCEreicnte for all 
i>t tbc respuudent t'oiiipaiiies of less Ihan fLMO.OO per annum and tlint to render 
tbis servici' wcinld n)s[ tivo of iheRe i-owpailie«i fS4().(K) eacb for Hio same perio<l. 
It ivas tbeivtoiT npimrent lo ibe Coiniiiissiiin that ii would uol he justified in 
niakinic the rei'onimeniliitloti ibe cuiiii'biinnnls asked. The coinpiaint was, thei'e- 
fore, (liBmlSBCd. 



O. S. WILLIAMS vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 



'nni|ibii 11.1 III nih'Red e-Wi-.-'Nive rhiirues on iniloail »bipinenl of lime from Iliish>«- 
e 1<> Ciinloii, IViina., Ibi' rslt- liehis 1'J leiits p<'r IIHI jicunKU. and Hitvised the 
lUMlsfiiiu that Bhipioenl could b.ive biwi made of this same oiminodily from Ibe 
I iKiinl of oriKiu, lo wit: Ilu^'lu'sville lo Wbeelervitte uu the Siis<iiichnnna and 
IV lork Ifailroad -ntmnl Ihe same dislnnw nl apiiro.iunatcly sixty iier coal, less 
I. 

Vfter n ninsidevtition of Ibe fni'ts in Ibe case, Ihe CoiumJssion advised Ihe 
[londent Company as followsi 

"It is the iudement of the Commitision that the joint six(h class 
rate over the P. & K, and I*. It. R. lines from Halts to Canton should 
not excped ten eents per hundred iinutids. Any cbatKe above that 
is picpssive and lliereton' n n-foiid in this c-awo on account of sueh 
fxepssivc I'harRp of In-o eonts per one hundred potmdtt sliould Ire 
made to the complninnnl." 

u compUHnec with lliis n-eummeiirlnii.iii. si-itlemcnt was iiiiidf on the Iwisi.s of 
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PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAII^ROAD COMMISSION. 



SENATE RESOLUTION vs. PHILADELPHIA & 
RAILWAY COMPANY. 



PursuaDI to the resollitioD introJuced by lion. Ohns. A. Snydpr, of ScliuylkiH 
County, and adopinl liy thp Srnale o( IViiUHylvnnia nt llic session ot 1909— 
which resolution cnIM for an Invpslifjatiun of Che pHSsctiRcr servicp and pqiiipmeDt 
on cprtatn branobi's uf the Philnilelpbia and Itcadtne Railway — -the Coinmisaioii has 
made a careful and most exhnuKtive inquiry into the subject. 

As the result of this invstigation , which included numerous ranferenees and 
considerable corresponiience witii the author of the resolution and respondent, 
together ivilh [lei's.mnl ins])wlions by repres'iilatlvea of the Commission, the 
service coraplnined of has bivn ninterially improved showiUR a justification for the 
inCroduclioQ of the reaolution, and at the same lime a ivUlingncss ou the part of 
the respondent to comply with ronsunable recominendatiuna. 

Durini! the investigation nuniemiis and varied suggestions were made by the 
parties interested respeeting a revision of schedules, and while some nt them could 
be and were readily adopted, many were found to be iro practicable, or would 
have operati-ii to the inconvience of the greatest niiiubcr of traveletfi. 

In eompliance with the reeomniendalion of the Coramitiaion , the service on 
the Rebuylkill & fiuMiueUnnnn branch of the n'Kpoudent's iine was improved on 
August IHh, mlO. Prior to rhis time the servici' consisted of one mixed freight 
and passenger train daily bi'tween Aiilium and Harrisburg. Tlie schedule wns 
eiilorseil by the adilition of a lirst-elass train (Hint is one with no freight cars 
ntlarheill, and conneiiui'titly the palnms lietweeu these |H>int<i are now provided 
ivilh nderiLiale nirr.miii.idiilionH. In eounei-lion with this serviie Ihe C^immissii.n 
i-eusidered the pmeliiiiiiility of i-iiunin;; ,i lliroiigii train beHvei'n Ilnrrisburg and 
I'ottBville, but no plan could lie found that would nor either interfere with the 
hj-avy freight shipments on the main line between Auburn and I'otfsville, or disar- 
range satisfactory sehiilules affecting other loeaiities. 

The investigation develo|)ed that there whs no service between Pottsville and 
points north of the mountain between T.OO A. M. and 1.30 P. M.. and the Com- 
mistiion brought: thi.i fact to the attention of the ii'spondent with the recommenda- 
tion that an additional train be run between these hours, which recommendation 
has iwen complied with. 

Additi<mal service has also been provided between New York and Ilarrisbui^ 
passing through Easton, Allentown, Reading, Wernersville and Lebanon by the 
installation of a fast express train leaving the former point at S.riO A. M. and 
arriving at tlie lalter at 1.40 I'. -M.. and reluniing leaving liarrisburg at 4.35 P. M. 
and arriving at Xew York at 0.3.-) P. M. 

T n fo b fn be w n Po a an I Ila s 

brgaRng smby n ns hm ng figu show ng he 



H. ween liar nbuiy 
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Ilarrisburg tu I'olUville, via Ki^aclint;; 

Trip tickets flOl 

Kxcuraion titkets 31 

Aiid rotiirn of excursion tickclR sold at Potlsvillc iTi 

Via Aubiim, S. & S. Br. trip tickets U 

14Gi 
Approximate daily average 4 7-10 paaaenBera. 

Pottsville Co Ilarrisburg, via Reading: 

Trip tickets 1>3 

F:xcutsion tieketB, iT 

Add return of excursion tickctn sold at Harrisburg, ]1 

ApproxImHte daiij' avprnse 4 2-10 pasaeuirerB. 

Tlie train setrlee in effcci Xovemlier 27tli, 1!>10, is lion-witli enclosed. 
TItAI.N SERVICE— IN EFFKC^ NOV. 27, 1010. 
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An alleeatioQ in (he complaint eiinei>rnH the sanitiii 
rolling stock nC the respondent. It wax found that ma 
conform to the modem type of co.iclies. and, Ihorefore, 
appearance as the laller. In this respect 



y condition of some of the 
ly of tlie older cars did not 
were not as dean or attrac- 
pspondent assures the Com- 



mission that the old cars will shortly be supplanted by a modem style, that the 
oontract for the same has been awarded, and that deliveries ere now htlag made, 



PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. 



COPLAY CEMENT MANUFACTURING COMPANY vs. 
LEHIGH VALLEY RAILROAD COMPANY. 



From wllii-rips id the l,ehiBli, Stiiuylkill and W}i>minK n'sioiis to Hukondauqiiu, 
Calnsaiitjiia . Allontown, South Bethlehem and adjuiiiiuB tuwns, Ihe I.ehigh Valley 
Railroad Uomiiaoy, by tariff issued Deeember Sib. lUUG, made a spt.'oial rate on 
anthraeiti' t^ial when couHigued to blast fumaeva, rulliui; mill)) and Cuundries having 
Ibeir own sidings and dumping facilitips, and when the same was to be used for 
Hineltiuf; imrposes. The rales on anthracite tiial when cimsigned to other manufac- 
turers at the name point were greater. Tb<; complainant in tbia case wus a manufac- 
turer of ci-ment at Coplay. I'cnnn., and puroliased about 5(1, 000 tons of nntbracitc 
coal, hncliwheat size, per annum. (Juplay is situated nearer ilie mines than lloken- 
dauqua. Rate from authraeite mines to Hokendauipitt fur blaat fumHc-e use, DOc 
per ton; rate on samn sixe antbraeite from mines to Coplay, a shorter haul, !>0c 
lier ton. Complainant alleged that this was a discrimination and a violation of the 
provisions of the Cuustilutiuu of I'ennsylvania, as well aa the .Vet of Aasembly 
liurauant lb ere to. 

la answer, reapondeni staled that the low rate on anthracite coal from tbe 
mines to furnaces in the I.ehigb district had been plui'ed in effect for the purpose 
of enabling such furnaces to compete with furnaces in tbe I'ittsburg district, as 
well as for the purpose of conserving aueh induittries located along its railroad; that 
Biicb rules were first placed in effect 1880. applying to nil sizes, but Ibat in imt 
the low rates were made eFfective only for pea, bueknbi'al and uului siKea, such 
sizes being useii exclusively for smi-lting furnaces. It was denied that there was 
any discrimination against complainant, resiiondent allegijig tbat complainant paid 
tbe same mte ou his coal as other manufacturers of cement loeuteil an equal ur 
further dlKiance from luiiieH. Also that complainant was in no sense in comiietition 
with any of the manufacturing inlen-sts enjoj'ing the low rate, uor had complainant's 
bnainess auffcretl beeansu of the hiKher rale. B'urtlier, that tlie circumstances and 
couditicns surrounding the rales to furniiei-s uere in no uuy nppiienlile to riml 
tniHic between tbe mines anil cement planl«. And. (innlly, that if the rates appli- 
eahle to the furnaces in tlic ln-hiEh district were to be made applicable to cement 
plants, there would be no adi'(|uate reasen for refusing lo ri'ailjnst all rates on 
anthracite euul to nil ci.nBuniers in tbe territory, thus rendering' the traffic unrc- 
munerutive. 

Tbe Commission called Ihe attention of Ihe respondent to the fact that in Its 
answer it had not discussed the a[)plicnlion of tlie hing and short haul clause of the 
Constitotioii , or the Act of -May 3lsl, 1!»07, I*. L. :!."i4, to this situation. 

In answer, the respondent set forth that it had not discusspd tbe long and short 
haul clause of the .Vet of May 31st, IIHIT. I'. I,. 3->l, l>peaii»e it did not consider 
that clause as pertaining to the issue invidved, pointing out that the Act referred 
to was enacted to carry into effect the third section of Article 17 of the Constltutifai , 
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of FeDugylvania adopted Ed 18T4 ; rejjponcleiit held that the Lebigb Vallej' Bailroad 
CompaDy, hariog been incorporated prior to 1S74, and not having accepted the 
ConatitutioD of 1874, was not bound Ijy Acts of the LeBislature since 1874 passed 
Bipresaly for the purpose of mailing effectiie a clause in that Cunstitution. Respon- 
dent further stated that its practice was not in violation of the lont; and short haul 
act contending that a proper interpretation of said act would make its terms ap- 
plicable only under suhstantially similar circumstau<'i<R and conditions. Respondent 
further contctide<l that the Act in qiii'siion should he construed in the sauic manner 
as the Interstate Commerce Act on the same subject had been construed, because of 
the economic features of tbe matter; that is, to the eSect that competition eiistlns 
at more distant points in respect to any class of traffic is a valid reason for charging 
more for [he shorter than for the longer haul. Commission directed that a heaiing 
be held in this matter but same n-as not held, at) parties agreeing that the taking 
of testimony was not necessary and desiring to submit the complaint to tbe Commis- 
siOD in briels. 



OPINION AND REa)MMENDATIOX OF THE COMMISSION. 

The complainant is a larjc mnnutiLr'turer of Pnrlliind Cf-raent ni Coplay. I'enna., 
on the line of resiHmdi'ut's niilrcad and consumes uunualiy from forty to fifty 
thousand tons oE coal at its works. This coal is shipped in over tbe respondent's 
railroad from collieries in the Lehigh ('oa! region, a distiiiiee «f ii little less than 
twenty-two mites, nt a trnusportalion i-nst of ninety cenLs per ton; and the basis 
of this complaint Ib that the respoudent carries exactly the same crade of coal from the 
same collieries in the same direction to more distant points, as, for example, to 
furnaces at Hokendauijiia . AUenluwn and South Bethlehem, respectively three- 
Eourlbs of a mile, six miles and eleven miles farther from the mines, for Sfty- 
Gvc. Sfty-eight and sixty cents per ton respectively. There is no dispute as to 
these facts, and tbe complainant insists that there is Ihus established a plain 
violation by the respondent of tbe principles of the common law. and of the pro- 
visions of the Act of May 31st, 1I>0T (1*. L. 3ri4), passed to carry into effect Section 
III of Article XVII of the Constitution of this Commonwealth. 

To these charges the Railroad company replies that a greater charge for a short 
than for a longer haul is not violative of the common law; that it is justified in 
making a smaller charge lor tbe loni^i' hauls in this ease because at most of the 
more distant points it is brought into active competition with the Central Railroad 
of New Jersey, and because the coal is there tised for smelling purposes by blast 
furnaces, rolling mills and founderies for which purposes and to which 
industries the tariiiFB complained of are limiteil ; that it is not subject to 
the provisions of the Act of IIMJT, or tbe Section of tbe Constitution it seeks to 
eufori'e, because it was incorporated long prior to the Cunstitution of 1874 and has 
never accepted its provisions nor any legislation since its adoption; that its charter 
confers rights with respect to rates which legislature ciinnol alter, restrict or 
' amend; that even if it were subject to snid constitutional jirovisiun and tbe Act of 
1907, yet recognized economic condilions and necessities of rnilrond traffic require 
that those laws be so constnied as to admit of esc;>pti<ins to their application, and 
as if embracing an "under substantially similar cliTumstances and conditions" clause ; 
(bat coal, shipped to the blast furnaces, etc., is not of the same "class" as that 
to the cement works, because it is nijt used for the same manufacture, and the 
rates given those furnaces, etc., help lo maintain them in competition with those 
in the I'lltsburgh section; anil, finally, that to constnie the Act of 1007 otherwise 
than as above indicated makes it violative of the Constitution of tbe United States 
in that it would deprive railroad companies of their property without due. process 
of law. 
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The counsel id this eiisK Imvt aiilimiltoU vi^ry eliiburatc anil moat oxcdieut briefs, 
anil, as indicaleil obovp, liave raixi'd n number ol questiuas, but, as we view the 
case, tlie only qiii'stiou fur our dele rail oat ions is whelber Ihu respundent ia amendable 
to the provisions of said Act oE May aut, 1!W7. The meaoing and purpose of that 
Act we consider so simple and plain that it admits ot nu legitimule construction con- 
trary to the ordinary purport anil meaninB of its own lanj,'uaEC. It is an exact copy 
of the constitutional provision it sneks to enforci', and that was framed with great 
(Icti iteration by a learniil biHly of euiinc-nt men. What some of those gentlemen 
may have aaiil in (be ciiuvenliim as to tiieir views oC this rlituse, its meaning to 
them or hou- they thuuKhi it should be interpreted, cno not luntrol against its very 
clear and generally ni-cepted moaning ami purpose. Moreover, it is neither the 
province ot Ibis Commission to iniprpolatt words into an Act of Assembly, nor 
to pronounce it unconstitutional where any legitimate doubt of that fact exIstB. 
These are matters for the Courts. 

So we take the long and short haul clause of the Act of t'JOT to mean exactly what 
it says, no mure, no less; and, since tlie resixmdent admits that it does charge 
more for a short hai|l of exactly the same kinil of coal from the same mines than 
for a longer haul in the same direction, we must ascertain whether the respondent 
is subject to that Act, in order to ileteniiiue whether its conduct is "in violation of 
any pruviaiuu of Ian" enlliug fur a riHommenitalion by this CommiSHion, 

And it may be slati-d just horc tiial the effort to make a distinction as to tlie 
"class" of the freight taken to the furnaces, etc., and that carried to the cement 
works, OD the ground of a difference in the material manufactured by its use, does 
Dot impress us. Kxuctly the same kind of coal from the same mines is carried 
in iMtb cases, and in one case it is used to smelt limestone aut) iron ore. and in 
the other to smelt limestone and argillaceous rock. How then can it be said rea- 
sonably that the coal carried to the different works is not of "the same class?" 
As well might it be said that the same grade of coal hccomi!s a different class when 
used in a stove from what it is when used in a grate, or when used iu a store from 
what it is when iLsed in a dwelling. 

The respondent was incorporateil as the Delaware, I*high, Schuylkill and Sus- 
quehanna Uatlroad (Jompnny on September :2Uth, 1S4T. under a statute of April 
::lst, 18411, authorizing such incorponitin;;, and by a supplement of January 7th, 
l.SCa, the name was changed to Iietiigh Valley Kailroad Company. Said Act of 184G 
jirovided, interalio, (Sec. 21) "and the said company is hereby authorized to 
charge and take toll for freight and transportalion of [uissengcrs, goods, wares, 
incn-haudise and minerals, at rates as follows, to wit: On goods, wares merchandise, 
properly or minerals transported on Enid railroad, or any finished part thereof, any 
sum not exceerng one and a half cents [ter ton per mile for toll, and one and one- 
half cents |>er ton iter mile for transportation," and (Sec. 27) "if (he said company 
shall misuse or abuse any of the privileges hereby granted, the legislature may 
resume all and singular rights and privileges lierby granted to the said corporation." 
Then by Section 3 of the Act of March Sth, ISltj, the respondent company w*as 
given "all the rights, [lowers anil privileges" ami made "suhject <o all the restrii-- 
tions, provisions and linhililies" of the Act of I'ehmary lOlh, 1H4!), and the Act of 
April 21st, 184<l, but not its sujiplements, was repealed. 

This legislation left the existence of the cortwiation somewhat equivocal, so by 
Act of April IGlh, IST.", it was provided "That the third section of the Act entitled, 
eta, approved March Sth, ISoO, shall not be so construed as in any manner to 
impair the corporate rights and franchises of the I*high Valley Railrond Company; 
provided, that nothing in this Act simll he no cuiistnied as in any way granting 
to said company any privileges onflicling with the Act of Fehniary IDth, 1S4!», 
enlitli'd "All Ai't regulating railroad companies." 
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Section 20 of said Act of 1849 provides "Tbat if n&y company incorporated as 
aforesaid shall at nny time miKiise or abuse any of the priviloKea granted by tbix 
Act, or by the Special Act of inconioration, the Legislature may revolie all and 
singular the rigbta and privileges so granted to such company; and the Ijegislature 
hereby reserves the power to resume, alter or amend any charter granted under 
this Act, and take for public use any road constructed in pursuance of aucb charter; 
provided, that in resuming, alli'ring or amending said charter no injustice shall 
be done to the corporators, and that in taking siicb roads for puhlic use full com- 
pensation shall be made to the stockholders." 

The foregoing is all tbe legislation called to our attention tbat is pertiaent to 
tbiH imiutry. If the rcKpondent is Nubject, therefore, to thi' pioviKLonB of the Act 
of 1}>07, it must be in consequence of the in-part cited Acta oE Mar(^ 8th, 1856, 
and April lUth, 1857, and o£ said Section 20 of the Act of 184ft, for it was in- 
cijri'orateii prior to tbp euisience of any consiiiutiniiiil ur IcKisiative provision fur 
the amenilment of charters, and tbe Act of 1S4I> authorissiug its incorporation 
contains no such provision. What, then, is the status of the respondent under 
tbe aforesaid legislationV 

Tbe Act of March 8tb, 1850, as we have seen, expressly subjects tbe respondent 
"lu all the restrictions, provisions and liabilities" of the Act of 1S40, and in Section 
20 of the Act uE l«4!l "tbe l^'Kislatlire hereby reseries the power In resume, alter 
or amend any charter granted under this Act." It hardly mwiis r|ueH(ii>UHljle that 
the respondent's charter thus was made subject to amendment the same as if tbe 
company had orlginBlly been charterfnl under Ihe Act of IKt'X 

Itieu the Act of April 10th, 1857, was passed, directing that the tbiTd section 
of said Act of 1850, which subjects the respondent to the restrictions, &c., of 
the Act of 1S49, "shall not be so construed as in any manner to impair the cor- 
porate rights and franchises iit the I.eliit;li Vnlley Itiiilniad <'oniiiiiny, iirovided 
that nothing in this Act shall be so construed as in any way granting to said com- 
pany any privilege conSicting with the Act of February l&tb 1849." 

Considering these several Acts together it seems quite clear tbat the object of 
the Act of I'STiO was lo ]ila[*e the rcHpondont company in the i-\ai't siiualion of ii 
company chartered under the Act of 1849; that in doing this a step too far was 
taken by repealing Ihe Act of 1840, and thus destroying the only authority for the 
respondent's corporate existence ; and tbat to remedy this error the Act of 1857 
was passed. Tbe effect of this Act of 1857 was to revive the corporate existence of 
tlie company, but not to relieve it from subjection to "all the restrictions, pro- 
visions and liHbllitics" of the Act of 1840, any more than to deprive it of "all 
tbe rights, powers and privileges" thereof, as imposed and conferred on it hy the 
Act of l,S."it). And so careful was the Legislature to maintain this status of the 
Comjiany that the proviso aforesaid was added. Unless the respondent has tbe 
l>euelit, hy virtue of the Act of IS5li, of "'all the riehis, jjowers and privileges" 
of the Act of 1849, it has no authority for the freight cbanies complained of in 
tkis case, for Ibey greatly exceed those preseribeil by (he Act of 1840. And If it 
thus obtains authority tor such charges, it in like manner is subjecti'd to all tbe 
"restrictions, provisions and liabilities" of tbe Act of 1849. 

Tbe conclusion then is that tbe respondent company is subject to "all the restric- 
tions, provisions and liabilities" of tbe Act of February Ifttb, 1849, and that its 
charter is subject to altcmtlun or amendment according to the provisions of Sec- 
tion 20 of tbat Act. 

But, says the respondent, even if this be true, that Section only provides tor 
alteration or amendment of the charter in case of misuse or abuse by the Com- 
pany of its privileges, for that provision in Ihe first clause of the Section must be 
read with and IhrouEh all tlie clauses of that Section. This position is not 
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regarded as sound. The first clause providw a drastic penalt; for an offense ; but 
the BubsequeDt clauses only make provision for desirable changes, and in makins 
them protects the corporators and stockholders. 

And the provision that "In resumtns, altering or amending said charter no 
injustice shall be done to the ccrporaior$" strikes ub as intended rather to protect 
tht original projectors in the inception and early stages of the enterprise when an; 
legislative action of a special and serious character is more probable and liable 
to be more injurious, than (o ordinary general legislation. This view It strengthened 
b}' the following clause providing tor compensation "To the tiockholdert" when n 
road is taken for public use. A distinction is thus made between corporators and 
stockholders, and, presumably, intentionally and correctly. In any event the pre- 
sumption as to legislation ia tbst it is beneficial and works no injustice, and in 
this case no allegation to the contrary has been made. 

Tbe authorities cited by the respondent in support of the contention that, by 
reason of its earlier incorporation, it is not subject to the provisions of the Con- 
stitution of 1874 aud of tbe Act of May 31st, 1007, decide only that the charters 
of corporations in existence at the adoption of the new Constitution, and in 
which no power to amend, etc., is reserveil, are not altered by that instrument. 
And this is hold to be the case even althouab these charters may be held subject 
to tbe Act of May 3rd, lSr>5, and to the constitutional amendment of 1857, 
both of which only provide for tbe alteration, etc., of chartere that "may be 
injurious to the citizens of tbe Commonwealth." But we have been referred to 
no case, nor have we discovered any, which deciiles that a charter of a corporation 
expressly made subject to amendment, as are the charters granted under said 
Act of February lOth, 1849, is not altered by subsequent general and pertinent 
loeislation. 

On the contrary, in Monongabcia Navigation Company vs. Coon, 6 Pa., 379, 
it is declared that, where a corporation has accepted an amendment to its charter 
in which the legislature reserves tbe power "to alter, amend or annul tlie said charter 
of said company, at any time thereafter, iu such manner that no injustice be 
done to the said corporation," thereby "Ihe company surrendered the inviolability 
of its contract to the discretion of the legislaiire." 

And in L. & N. R. R. Co. vs. Kentucky, 183 U. S., 503, a provision of the 
Kentucky Constitution of 1801 was enforced against the Railroad Company 
because its charter is held subject to an alteration, etc., clause in tbe Act of 1856. 

The principles enunciated in these cases are very pertinent to the case before us. 

It appears, therefore, that by virtue of the respondent company sub- 
jection to the Act of February 10th, 1S49, its charter rights and privileges are 
so subject to amendment as to make the Act of May 31st, 1007, prescribing, 
inter alia, that "perwns and property transported over any railroad be delivered 
nt any station at charges not exceeding the clianres for transportation of persons 
and property of the same cla»:s. in the name direction, to any more distant 
station." applicable to and obligatory upon it. 

And the action of the respondent in charging the Coplay Cement Manufacturing 
Company more for transporting to it, at Coplay, Penna., pea, buckwheat and 
culm coal from collieries in tbe T.ehigh coal region, than it has been charging 
other pi'rsons and corporatiotiH for transpcrtiuK tbe same grade of coal from the 
same CDlMcrics in the same direction to more distant stalions, is contrary to 
the provisions of said Act of May 31st, 100", and we, therefore, now make the 
tollowinj: 
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Jt litr.-hy r.-c..]ii,ii:.,..l„i [l„it iht- U-UkU Ya\Wy U.iilr.mcl Comi.aiiy p.> ain.Tii 
itB tariff ral«< iiticl i']iBri:(w for t\ie Iransiioi'tatiim of puu. buckwhi'Ht anil culm 
(•oul fruin culliericK in the. I^pIiIsIi rrgiou to I'liiiluy, llukenilauqua, Allentowu aail 
ijuuth Bi'tlilclipm, IViina., onil adjuccDt pciiiitK, as lo make them cvnform to tlic 
l.ruvisions ot the Acl ot May 31b(, 1SXI7, (I'. L. 354). 



JOHN A. STANTON vs. PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 



The comiilainnnt notifiwl Iho (Vimniisaion tlinl thp I'pnii sylvan in Itjiilrqinl ('<nn- 
paiiy hB<l ilis™ntlniic(l the sto|>iiin); ot trnius Nt«. 101 «ii<l lOS al New Staiilou 
niul Ruffsdale. and prcKeoterl 'tliemvlth a pptilinn n^qiii'stinj! the Commission to 
ri'i'Orainpnd a reviiitan of the sflircliile. 

The CocnmiSHion Ihomiighly investiKateci the matter nhictl inoliidpd a personal 
olwrvalinn and examination of conditions alonz the entire route traversed by 
theae trains, and then deeided that ttie Krenler demand is for the faster service 
now afforded by the trains in quesliun. and the failure of the Railroad Company 
to meet thin demand wonld lie a gretLtpr injustiee to the palrona of the road than 
is Ihe refustil to aln\i tlie trains in accordance with tlie petition. 



JAMES B. SMAIL et al. vs. PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 



This eomplaiut had its inception in a letter til^d by James It. Small, nureess 
I'f thp town ot I.i-Pchlmi-B, siliialcd <>u the Wesleiii I "en usy I van in Division of the 
Tcnnsylvania Railroad: by Samuel T. Shiiff, Cliairman of the Council: and'b; 
<;. It. t'isi^na. Chairman of Ibe Men-linnis Assodaliun. settintc forlh that in 1904 
A fluiHl In the KiskiminoiiiH Uivcr wnxbed away llie railroad brid;;L' at thl eastern 
end ot the t««-n. whirfi briilire hail lier.'tufuce formi-d a part of the Railroad Com- 
pany's line pnsiiine thnnijih Leeclibnri;, on which line in ibiit town the passenger 
B^iition was loailnl. The letur uf the contplainnuts further set forth that the 
hiiilice al>ove referred lo l;nd never been rebuilt, and that iu lieu of the stalion 
lircilitiea formerly affunled to I.ceehUurjt. the riiilrund company had built a new 
station on the Kuiith side of the Kiskiminelas River on what is known as the 
Leechlmre cul-olT, ivhir-h has. xince llie cnttinz cif tlie railnmd eompanyV IhrouRh 
line by the deslni.-1i.;M of the hridj:.' already mi'iili.mi-.l. b.-en operal.'d as the main 
line of the ivspoudeot i-ompany : Unit Ibe i>ih.|.I.. ..{ l.,.e<-hbiLrB in most instimces 
lived half a mile nr more fnitu the new slatlnn: and Hint in onlcr lo reach or In 
depart from llie sintion, a Iook lliuht uf dauKcnms stairs had to be traverued 
at the far end of the county hiKl'way bridge spanning the Kisbtoitnelaa ititfcj'.'- "il 1^ 
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The anancr o( the roilfoud company set forth tliat theLr bcid^'e east of tUc town 
ot I-eechburg was first washetl out by a fiooj in 1880, and again, as stated by 
the comptainanls, in 1004, and that sin<:e the latter date the pasucnger trains, 
whith tormpfly crosaod (he river at tbe pnsiern ami western ends of the town 
stopping at the passenger station in the town, have l>een run over (he main line 
tracks on the smitli side of the river, and a new and coinmmodious station lias 
been oonstructed (here £tr llie aci-ummodHtion of their patrons. The railroad 
company further claiuie<l that tu move trains over the old route would nut only 
require the re-building of the bridsc, which had been destroyed, hut would require 
the laying of additional tracks ihrouRb the town of Leeehburg and would necessi- 
tate the movement of all eastbound trains over the westbound tmclt at the eastern 
and western connections with the lisechbu^ Out-oll; that the company's right 
of way tbrounh Iici'chburg was narrow and abounded in sharp curves flanked 
by buildings which ol>scureJ a proper view of the track; and that these operating 
conditions would result in danger to the public and delays to traffic. It was 
further claimed by the railroad company that adequate facilities were now being 
furnished to the citizens of I.ecchbui^, since the new station is but 1,500 feel 
from the silc of the former passenger station, and is for many of the citizens of 
Ijcechburg quite as convenient of access as the old passenger station was. The 
railroad company further set forth that the movement uf passenger trains over 
the old route would mean the rebuilding of a bridge which had been twice washed 
out by floods within a pericMi ot fifteen years, and that the railroad company 
would lose the benefit of the staiion improvements <m the south side of the rixer, 
which had been provided at considerable expciisi'. 

Wjtk the statements oE both jmrties to llic complaint thus before the Com- 
mission, it was clear that a personal inspection uf the facilities in question would 
be necessary to a satisfactory understanding of the situation. Ac this inspection 
the complainants and a number of citizens of Lecelibur;;, as well as the represen- 
tatives of the Railroad Company, were presenl , and a careful sun'cy was made 
oi the conditions existing at that time. As a result of the inspection the Com- 
mission was inclined to the opinion that the conditions which prevailed at the time 
of their visit to I^eechburg c^>uld not be considered satisfactory, and a further 
hearing of the parties was had in (be offices of the Commission. Thereafter a 
spedal request was made by Che Burgess of Leeehburg that the decision of the 
Commission be withheld until some furllier iuforraaCion could be submitted in 
behalf of the Complainant, which doubtless referred to a petition subsequently 
filed hearing the signalures of five hundred and fourteen persons, and claiming 
that the present "depot service of the Company at Leeehburg is inconvenienC, 
unsaciafactorj and burdensome to the travelling public." 

On the other hand a petition, numerously signed by citizens of Gosserville. 
Hillville and Deronda and adjacent territory in Westmoreland County at the 
south side of the river, was filed with the Commission, protesting against the 
proposed removal of the station fri>m the south side of its former location in 
I*echburg, and praying that the station be allowed to remain as at present situ- 
ated. 

Separate petitions signed by the citizens of Vandergrift, Blairsville and vicinity, 
and Avonmore and vicinity, were also filed, praying that the Railroad Company 
should not be required to operate its passenger trains into Leeehburg Borough without 
ref'stahlisbing the connection by rebuilding the bridge at the eastern end of the town, 
on the ground that the delay which would he occasioned by such operation would 
cause inconvenience to alt of the patrons of the Railroad Company's passenger ser- 
vice in order to snve the alleged inconvenienci' which may be cwcasioncd to Ihe 
n'sidents of Irf-eehburg by the present mode ot operation. 
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It apiiears that llie l<H.'ation of the liuc through Lei'clibiir); waa a satisfactory 
one until the increasing busineEs of that part of the rcKpundcLt's railroad system 
made it uecCBBarj to double-track that division, when a new location following 
the south bank of the river, and avoiding the movement of Craina through the 
town, was agreed upon. The passenE;er tlation building, as it existn at present, 
seems to be entirely adequate fur the requirements of the Railroad Company's 
patrons. The bridge acrosu the Kiakiminetas River is a substantial structure 
not over seven hundreil feet in length built at the joint expense of the two counCiea 
which it serves, and the approaches thereto, built at the expense of the Railroad 
Company, are of sufficient width and easy grades. 

■WSch lall the facts, as thu:^ above outlined, before it, the Commission did 
not feel that, taking into consideration the operating difficulties, and having due 
regard for the traffic needs of (he populous and rapidly growing manufacturing 
district which the respondent Company serves in the neigbborhooil of LeeehlHii^, 
it would be jusliRed in recommending the reslnration of passenger service at the 
old passenger station of the respondent Company in the town of I^echbui^, which 
would mean the abandonment of the present new ijnsaenger station on the south 
side of the river, the rebuilding at gn-at exppusi' of a bridge twice destroyed by 
flood, the operation i>f the pas»rager trains on a contracted and congested road- 
way through the Borough, and the danger and interference with operations on the 
south side of tbc river which would result from Ihe repeated crossing of the west- 
bound main line tracks by the eastbound passenger trains ; or, if the bridge were 
not rebuilt, the service desired by the Complainants would have to be furnished 
by backing the westbound trains into the town and the eastbound (rains out of 
it, thus increasing the danger of operation and occasioning the delays against 
which other patrons of the road have protested. 

The Commission was not, however, satisfied with Ihe condition of the con- 
nections between the south end of the bridge and the present station, which 
cousistc<l at the lime of the Commission's inspe<'tion of a sleep open stairway and 
a graded roadway in bad condition. At the suggestion of the O'mmisaion, the 
Railroad Company proceeded to improve these approaches hy rebuilding the stairs, 
and covering the same so as liolh to afford shelter to tliosi- who use them and to 
prevent inclement weather from making the surface of (he steps dangerous. A 
graded walk, having a width of sis feet, and a grade not exceeding 9 per cent., 
properly protected by granolithic curb and a rail, has also been provided for the 
use of those patrons who cannot conveniently use the stairs, and these improve- 
ments having been inspected by the Commission have met with their approval. 

The Commission is of the opinion that the passenger station facilities, furnished 
by the Pennsylvania Railroad Clompany at I.eechburg as now arranged are adequate 
for the present needs of the community, and afford the patrons of the Railroad 
Company, at that point, reasonably convenient accommodations, and as the sug- 
gested improvements have been made, tlie Commission is not disposed to make 
further recumoiendation in this case, which is now, therefi 
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No. 246. 

CONSOLIDATED TELEPHONE COMPANIES OF PENNSYL- 
VANIA vs. BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY OF PENNSYL- 
VANIA. SLATE BELT TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH 
COMPANY. 



The comitlainnnl in Ihis case origtnatty inKtiiiiti' 
«Dt rompanies before Ihe Attorney General anil I 
to this Commisaion. 

After a consideration of the yarioua bripfs and other papers reialinK to the 
cane, and after a hearine had been beld at which teRti]iioii7 won taken, the Com- 
miBsion rendered the followiDg opinion, together with a history of the eaae: — 

Ail the parties to Ihis controversy are Penury I van in corporatJonB, and for the 
saite or brevity will be herein desiiniatcd respectively as the Consolidated, the 
Slate Itelt and Beil Companies. 

Since imo tiie I.ehiKh Telephone Coniiinny of .^llenlonn and the Slate Bell 
Telephone Company of Slaliugtun, hfrriniiftir called the Lehigh Company and the 
Slatingtoa Companies, respectively, have been consolidated ^ilh Che Consolidated 
Company. 

The Consolidated Company with its c'cnnections operates quite eitenaiveiy in 
Eastern Pennsylvania and New Jersey, but has no lines in the territory of the 
Slate Belt Company, the operations of which are confined to Northampton County, 
with a short line runninK into a comer of Monroe County. The wide extent of 
the territory covered by the lines of the Itell Company and its connections is well 
known, and it is unnecesaary here to say more than that tt was, prior to the 
occurence of Ihe matters here complained of, and still is, a competitor with the 
Slate Belt Company in ><7lrthampton <'unnly. 

In December, IDOO, the Slate Ttelt O-impany entered into an agreement with 
said T^ehigh and Slating! on Companies fur a connect ton of their lines and an 
exchan^ of business, etc, said trallic agreement to continue for the period of 
five years, and tliereafter until terminated by a thirty days prior police. 

In January, ISlHt, the Slate Belt Company made a twenty year a«recnipn( with 
the New Jersey and Pennsylvania Telephone Company, hereinafter called the New 
Jersey Company, whereby the former company and its patrons are at liberty to 
connect and communicate with the second party and iln patrons in Easlon, Penn- 
sylvania, and rhilipsburx, New Jeraey, wilhoiil charKc and vice versa. This 
agreement is still in force and operation, and by foreclosure and reorKanization 
the Consolidated Company has succeeded lo (he rights of the New Jersey Company 
thereunder. 

On May 2.1(b. 1009, the Slate Belt and Bell Companies entered into a written 
contract for a connection of their lines and an inter-change of business, terminable 
at the option of either party during a period of ten years by written notice to that 
effect, nod after said ten year period by six months such notice. The important 
provision in this contract is that "the Slate Belt Company will not during the period 
of this agreement, until it does thus terminate the same, connect with an; tele- 
phone system other than tlioae covered by this agreement, or do the things Ihe 
Bell Telephone Company undertakes to do outside of ibe Slate Belt Company's 
territory • • • • without the consent in writing of the Bell Cpmpany 
first having been obtained." A auppleraenul agrMmeuC savea to the Blitfl Belt ' 
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Company the right to fulfill the aforesaid agreement with the New Jersey Com- 
pany. In consequence of this agreement with tbe Bell Company the Slate Belt 
Compaay then availed itself of its eight under tbe termi of its agreement with the 
Lehigh aod Slatington Companies and terminated that agreement after tbirty days* 
notice, about July 13th, 1909. 

Tbe termination of tbJB aereement and the provision quoted from the contract 
with the Bell Company (orm the basis of ihis complaint, in which it is alleged that 
said Hgreement of 1900 provided competitive service in the Slate Belt Company 
territory with the Bell Company lines which tbe contract with tbe latter company 
destroys, and that thus the Slate Belt Company is prevented from performing 
its public duties, and that said contract is, therefore, illegal and in violation of 
the Constitution and Laws of this Commonwealth. For these reasons the Com- 
mission ia asked to take appropriate action to redress the alleged injury and pre- 
vent a continuance oE the alleged constitutional and statutory violatJons by the 
respondents, or either of tbem. 

By the termination of the agreement of 1900 with complainant companies, those 
companies and their subscribers, except in ICnston and PhilKpKburg, bave no 
connection with the Slate Belt territory, but can communicate (herewith over the 
Bell Company lines. By tbe Slate Bell-Bell contract hath of theEe companies and 
their Bul»cril>ers have direct connection with all points in tbe territory of ijoth, 
thus inclndlng practically all territory, if not quite every particular community, 
reached by the Consolidated Conipaoy lines. The change (bus effected in the 
situation is beneficial to tbe patrons of both ttie Slate Belt Company and (he 
Bell Company, but iindoiibteitly an inconvenience if not an actual injury to the 
subscribers of the Consolidated Company. It some localities it is also prejudical 
to tbe public, since at those points which are in the territory of both the Con- 
solidated and Bell Companies ihe former made a charge of ten cents for a five 
minute service over ils lines to points in tbe Slate Belt Territory, while for tbe 
same service (he Bell Company's charge is fifteen cents. These were the respective 
rates during tbe continuance of Ihe agreement of 1900 with the Consolidated 
Companies, and, of, course, gave the public the option of the service by either 
tbe Consolidated or Bell Line, but now no such option is afforded and tbe rate 
is at the higher figure. 

At all times tbe Slate Belt Company has been a competitor of the Bell Com- 
pany within tbe territory reached by tbe Maes of both companies, and the afore- 
said contract has made no change in this respect. Within its own territory tbe 
Slate Belt Company remains as distinct and separate and independent and com- 
petitive as ever. It has merely exchanged the Consolidated Companies for the 
Bell Company in extra territorial ser>-ice, nothing more. But Ihe Consolidated 
Company complains of Ihis because it. the Consolidated Company, is a competitor 
of tlie Bell Company. If this wore a sufficient and valid ground for abrogating 
that contract, why would it not auQice also for the annulment of any such con- 
tract with tbe Consoliilatod Company upon complaint by (be Bell Company, a 
competitor of tbe Consolidated Company? It is a poor rule which works only one 

The allegation that tbe Slate Belt-Bell contract violates the constitutional 
provision (Article 10, Section 12) against the consolidation of competing tele- 
graph lines, or tbe purchase or control of one such line by another, and the similar 
provision in the General Corporation Act of 1874 (Clause 4, Section 33, P. L. 93) 
is not sustained by the (acts In tbe case. As already stated neither the Bell nor 
the State Belt Company has any interest whatsoever in tbe other company, but 
both remain competiiors as heretofore, and under entirety separate and different 
ownerahip and control. The agreement in question does not constitute a sale, a 
lease, or otberwise howsoever give any control, of the SInte Belt lines to Ihe Bell 
Company, but merely provides for extra territorial traihc over tbe Bell tlDea. ^, 
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We come tben to a ooiisLil(!ratiun , in view of Ihe tiublic puliey ut tbe Stnte and 
(he pertineat leKislative enaclm«at, of the dause in the Slate Belt-Bell agreeiaeiit 
above quoted. The uniloubtiHl purpose anil effect of this clause is (o make the 
contract eicli;sive in character, anil Ihiia to prevent the Slate Kelt Company from 
mafcins any similar traffic aarpempnt willi any otWr company. This ia plainly 
violalivc of the oft-deciareil policy of the Stale that all public sen'ice corporations 
shall not diwriminate in their servici- or cliarKt-s, and nliall conntvt ami interchange 
husineas with all similar cumpanies. And Ibe General Corporation Act of April 
29th,, 1874 (P. L. 73t, under whieb telephone companies are chartered, providea 
in Clause 3, Section 3;t. that "The said telegraphic corporation shall 
have tbc right lo connect its lines of tetegmph with any other line operating within 
this State; and it shall be the duty of any corjioration or person owning any 
other tele(;raph line doing business uitbin this State, to permit such connection, 
etc." In Telephone T'ompany vs. Turnpike Road, lf«9 Pa. 411, it is decided that 
the constitutional and statutory provisions respecting telcRraph companies apply 
equally to telephone companies. 

There is, it is true, considerable differeace between the service rendered by 
telegraph companies and that of telephone Cfimpanies, but that difference is not 
of a character to prevent or even rt'nder rtilticult compliance with the above cited 
statutory provision. Tliere is no ph.vsical rtillicutly in c6nu<K?tin^ the lines of 
different telephone compnnies, or pnii-tienlly any number of (hem, ns is evidenced 
in this case by the Slate Kelt Ciimpauy haviu'.: now cuuuei-lions with both the 
Bell and the New Jeraty Companies' lini>s. And we all know that for any quite 
long distance a numb('r of lines are iis-.'d, nmuci'tod in the various exchanges; and, 
while generally it may be that all these lines are under llie aume corporate con- 
trol, yet they are as distinct nnd srparnte lines ns though owned by different 
companies. We do not discover any material weight In the argument based on 
the peculiar character of the service. On the contrary, because of the very 
peculiarity that each patron transmits his own message, the convenience of the 
patrons would be best served if the lines of all telephone companies were connected, 
and each subscriber of every com|>nny ihns fumisbeil the facility for telephone 
service to all points on all lines from his own phone, and not be compelled, as 
at present, to maintain a number of phones if he desires general senlce. Some 
difficulty may be experiejicwl in making this arrangement with respect to local 
service when tliere are competing local lines, but some reasonable basis for the 
interchange of local traffic can certainly be fonnd. 

But however that may be, the question before iis has respect only to long 
distance service, and, as above stated, the clause of the Slate Belt-Bell agree- 
ment in question, being exclusive in its effect, contravenes the public policy and 
statutory enactments of the State, and is therefore, invalid. Its enforcement 
would prevent the Slate Belt Company from doina Ihat which the Tjeglslature 
has said it must do, viz: permit any other line doing business within the State to 
connect with its lines. However, the invalidity of (his clause does not make the 
entire agreement illegal, for the agreement is clearly divisible, and, apart from 
this one clause, unobjectionable. Our conclusion is. therefore, that the exclusive 
clause in the agreement la Illegal and valid, but that the remainder of the contract 
Is not vitiated thereby. 

With this clause of the Slate Belt- Bell agreement eliminated, there is no obstacle 
in'the way of other telephone companies also having connections with the lines of 
the Slate Belt Company. 

As a result of this opinion, the complainants filed a petition for a review of the 
CommlssEon's findings and were advised that the Commission is not convinced that 
Its former disposition of the case Is not just and proper, and Is of the opinion 
that no sufficient reason baa been shown to vnrrant the rehearing asked for. Tb« 
tame vex, therefore, denied and the enPF marked rlo«ed. 
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ALBERT C. FARR vs. PITTSBURGH RAILWAYS COMPANY. 



Thia complnint concerned ttie rates of tnro between the citj oC Pittsburg and 
the borough of Ben .\yOQ, There ftas, however, iotrodiiewl into the question, in 
addition to a contract between llie Railways Companj- and the boruuKh of Ben 
Avon, a contract between the Railways Company and the City of Alleslieny 
and also a question as to the territurinl extent of the Ben Avon contract witb 
respect to the western line of the city of Alleglieny. the Uatlwayii Cinnpan,? cou- 
tendine naid contract runs only to tlie wexlem enil of Jack Run bridge and that it is 
not the Line of the city of Allegheny. 

In view of this situation tlie (,'ommission held Ihnt it is apparent that tlie dis- 
position of the question Involres a construction of both the Ben Avon and Alle;;h(iiy 
City ordinance contracts with Ihe Railway!: Company as well as a detenniaatioD of 
the effect of a consolidation of the cities of Pittsburg and Allegheny upon said 
Allegheny City contract and of the Act of June Tth, 1!H)T, on Ihe same. 

The questioDS thus requiring determination by the Courts in some proceedings 
instituted for that purpose before the rights of Ihe Railways Company could be 
definitely ascertained the Commission could not properly dispose of the complaint 
before it prior to the judgment of the Court as to said rights. 

Case marked closed. 



No. 252. 

JOHN F. STONE vs. BUFFALO AND SUSQUEHANNA RAIL- 
. WAY COMPANY. 



Complainant alleged excesHive freight rate by the Buffalo & Susquebanoa Rail- 
way Company and the Coudersport anil Port .\llegheny Railroad Company for 
the transportation of wood, and subsequently advised the Commission that a 
proposition for an amicable settlement of (he claim was being considered. 

In this connection the respondent Company made answer to the Complaint to the 
effect that if it appears that Ihe real basis of the complaint consists of chains 
upon cordwooJ in greater nmouni than complainant has shipped , the respondent 
Company stands ready to refund such unintentional overcharge. 

The complainant and respondent advised the Commission that the ease was 
ander consideration for an adjustment. 

As the parties to this case failed to notify the Commission of the result of their 
•vmference regarding an adjustment, the case was marked closed for want of 
f-> 
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JULIAN PILGRIM, ct al. vs. THE LEHIGH VALLEY RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 



This was a petition fur paasciigwr and freiRt't senico <ia vanous branches ot the 
respondent's road. 

AftEr an invesIiKatJon the Commission advised the ri'spondent that the resideotB 
along the line of the Pottsville Branch should bp furninhiHl fadlitics tor getting to 
I'uttsville early enough in the day lo liave several liuurs' time to transact business 
there and then return home the same day. 

The request for service from I'ottsville to Lizard Creeli and return home the 
same day was dismissi'd un (lie ground that (In- testimony taken in relation to the 
matter failed to show a demand for the serviL* cHiucstiJd, Case marked closed. 



LOUIS B. TITZEL vs. BALTIMORE & OHIO RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 

The complainant, a resident of Glensliaw, together with John C, Dight of 
Mars, the Glenshaw Civic Club and the Allison Park Board of I'ublic Service, 
alleged insutfipient train service on the Pittsburgh & Wi'stem Diiisiun of respond- 
ent Company's line ami luurc specilically with refereucc to (he morning train to 
Pittsburgh. 

After considerable corrrapondence in the matter, a hearing was held in (he 
rooms of the Commission the result of which nas that the respondent agreed to 
revise the schedule so that there wouki be an early train from (^lierj Junction 
to Allegheny ou the same scheiliile as train No. 15. 

The ease was marked closed. 



JOHN C. DIGHT vs. BALTIMORE & OHIO RAILROAD COM- 
PANY. 

This complaint roni>erned the passenger train service at Mars, one of the alle- 
gations being that the only train from New Castle towards Mars is one at 6.20 
A. M., and the petitioner asked that train No. 10 from New Castle, be stopped 
regularly at Kvans Cit.v, Zelionople and Mars. 

The Commission held a conference with the Railroad officials regarding this 
complaint and Ihey agreed that when the spring schedule goes into effect pro- 
vision will be made for furnishing Mars with lielter accommodatii 
in the oomplnint. 

Case marked closed. 
M 
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MESTA MACHINE COMPANY vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 



This complaianat wae n maQurnftii 
at West Humceteail, Ta. It wns a i 
ih« lattpr being the higher in erade. 
nt Smuek, I'a.. to HomoBtcsJ fcir ac 
t.m. Comi)laiiinnt nllpge<l (hat he wa 
Ibe Bame [mint, iieiag charged 80 een 
70 cent rate applied only oq furnace c 
iDtended for blast furoace oppmlious, 

Reapoudent, in SDswer to Ihi 



KT of inai'hiiiery, engioPM, etc., with plant 
ser of both fiirnaci' eokc and foundry coke, 
In furnat-e coke Ihc rate from the ovens 
ounC i:f lilnxt furnaci' was i.'i cents ixr uct 
: unable tu si-cure this rate on Ehipments to 
9 per lOQ. respondent ailvising him that the 
ikc consiKoed to owners of blast furnaces anil 



stated tbot the practice complained 

■mplainnnt was cntitliMl to any other than 
the 80 cent pi<r net tun rate, not bciuK cngaRed ]□ the operation of a blast furnace 
Dor recclvinK coke for the pMViiuse of smelting iron. 

Commission ordenil hriet* filed in this casi'. 

At the request of the respondent liie case was held in oi>eyance and contintied. 



R. C. CRAWFORD vs. BALTIMORE & OHIO RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 



Tiio complainant subs tan tinlly alleKed that the respondent Company entertained 
a practice of locking the doors of the dend-head coacb on train No. 1, from Pitts- 
burgh to McKeesport, so that it was necessary fur tbe passengers to crowd the 
two other coaches on said train and necessitated their walking from one ooacfa 
to the other while the train was in motion. 

The CommissiuQ brought this matter to the attention of the respondent Com- 
pany, and the latter advised that orders bad been issued requiring trainmen to 
open the doors of the deadhead coach upon entering KfcKeesport, whenever the 
traffic at tbat point demanded it. 

The complainant subsequently alleged that respondent Company failed to iupply 
sufficient seating accommodation on the train in question, but an investigatioD on 
the part of the Commission revealed that there was no necessity for an additional 
car on this train. 



The ease v 
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Wo. 301. 

JOHN L. MARTIN vs. TRUNK LINES MILEAGE TICKET 
BUREAU. 



This complaint luvolvpd a clnhn for rofiiod on iinus^ (.'uupona uf an iutercbange- 
able mileage ticket. 

In reply to the complaint, the Secretary of Ihe liiireau adviacd Ibe Commission 
that aucb tickets are issued under ihe contract condition tliaC a refund will be 
paid upon a propE^rly it»ed ticliet provided it ia aiuTendered within eighteen montba 

The ticket in question was not received in tim.'' to have a surrender value and 
tlie ComraiHsion held Ihat when a person piirclirtsiti a ticket he ia bound l>y the 
terms of the 



H. H. FETTEROLF, et al. vs. SCHUYLKILL VALLEY TRAC- 
TION COMPANY. 



The complainant alleged tliat Ihe fcxpundent diserimiiuitea, as againsl the people 
of the borongb of Colleseville, in tlie excesaive rale of fare it charges between 
Norrislown and Cullegeville; that the distance betivepu liie weal Irorougb line of 
Collegeville and Norrislonn ia but eight miles and tliat the respondent charges 
three fares, or fifteen cents, tor this haul, or a rate of nearly two cents per mile. 
The diacriminatinn, l)ie cumplaitiaiit statoi, is shown by (he rate charges by 
Ihe respondent between other points on thia line. 

The Commission held a hearing in this case on Tbureday, February 17th, 1010. 

With respect to the chat^es between Norristown and Collegeville, the complain- 
ant averred that the distance from Norristown to Trip])er Post Office is just four 
miles, or about hail way, with one fare of five cents, while for the remaining 
four miles from Tripper Post Office to Collegeville, there are two tares charged, 
or a rate of ten cents, bhowing thereby unequal fare zones, which operates agajnst 
the people traveling to and from Collegeville. 

The respondent submitted data to prove that (be distance from Norristown to 
Collegeville, instead of being eight miles, ia nearly ten miles, and further that 
the width of the fare zones comprise<t therein compares favorably with those on other 
portions of the respondent Company's lines. 

After a consideration of these matters, tfae Commission decided that the fare 
zones established by the respondent Company on their route from Norristown to 
Collegeville do not seem to be unreasonably short, and compared with the service 
afforded by other traction companies operating in tbia State, appear to afford the 
patrons of the respondent Company as much accommodation for the fares paid 
as could reasonably be eipected. ^ 

The case was closed. / - \ 
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No. 309. 



PHOENIX IRON COMPANY. 



This complaint conceroed the charge made on a I)f)i1er shipped from Meadville 
to Laurel Summit, but, as reQiieated by tbe Commission, the complaiaant failed 
to indicate which of Ihe several lines handling the shipment made the overcharge 
aail whether there is a Ihruiigh rate in effect betweeu the iiointa InvolTeil In the 
shipment, and the case was dismisse<l for want of pruset'ution. 



CHARLES M. HAMMERSTEIN vs. BUFFALO & SUSQUE- 
HANNA RAILWAY COMPANY. 



A, R, JACKSON and N. C. RHONR, For Complainants. 
M. E. Or-MSTP^D and A. C. STAMM, For Re8[>ondenta. 



The complainant is a citizen of Jersey Shore, I.ycoaiinc county, Penna,, and 
is employed by the BiilTalo and Susquehanna Rnilroad Company in their yard at 
daletoQ, I'enna. , in the capacity as switchman. He seta forth in his petitioD tbaC 
all the time he has worked for the respondent company it has retained two per 
cent, of all bia wages actually earae<l, as well as a like amount from all other 
employes, the company alleging tliat the amount so retained by it from its em- 
ployes is used by it as an insurance fund for the benefit of nil those whose money 
it Ims so retained. Comptajnaiit further alleges (bat no policy of insurance was 
issued nor any receipt given for the money so retained, and no account rendered 
by said company therefor to its employes, nor any statement of Ihe amounts so 
retained or paid out published : that at the time cumplainnnt became an employe 
of said company he was not reijuired to pass any physical elamination. nor was 
he informed that any part of his wages would be retained on account of any 
insurance scheme operated by said company : that when be complained on his Erst 
pay-day that his pay was short, he wns for the Brst time informed of the purpose 
of the company to retain two per centum of his wages, and was further informed 
tbat if he was injured while in the employ of the company he would receive one- 
half pay for all the time he was disablid. The complainant further says tbat on or 
about tbe tith day of August, 1009, be was injured while ia the performance of his 
duties, and bns been wholly disabled and incapacitated for work, and thereby be- 
comes entitled to receive from said company one-half of bis daily wages, to-wit: 
$2.35 per day ; that be has made demand upon said company for Ui« Insuraiice 
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money promised him, but the saiil oomimny has rt-fuscd lu makt; any pnymeDt 
thereof to him unless lie would si^n a rcleoije to said cumpan; rKlcasing it from 
all claim to damages for and on ncouunt of said injur; ; and unless he would an- 
ticipate the time wheu he would be able to go to work or uutil he had recovei'ed and 
again resumed work. 

Complainant Rverx that snid railway company is wilhout power or authority in law 
to conduct the insurance scheme now opcralfd by it, and furthermore prays that the 
Commission issue an order that the teapondent company desist from retaining any 
part of its employes wajjes for or on account of any insurance sclisnie unless with 
the consent of each employe, and that any insurance sclieme operated by said 
company slialt be carried on under such rules and regulations to be preacril)ed by 
the Commission as will (a) Require all payments ot benefits on regular pay-days of 
all sums then due: (l>) That no employe be required to sign any papers at the time 
he receives such money except a receipt thereof : (c) That said company be re- 
quired to publish a mouthly ntntcmeuc of bII claims paid during the preceding 
month, and a statemi'nt of all moneys in its hands in said insurance fund : (d) Re- 
port for public use to the Commiiwion the names of all irersons employed by reason 
of said iOBurance scheme, and the salary paid them for such worb. 

In answer to the foresoiuK cnmplniDt, the respntident company denies that it is 
conducting an "insuran(i> scheme." but in order to protect its employcH against 
loss on account of accideuts as well as to more satisfactorily conduct its business, it 
carries what is commonly known as "workman's collective insurance;" that Is, it 
enters into a contract with an insurance company for the payment of certain sums 
in the event of necidenls to iis employes, and any amounts that are collected under 
said policy of innurnnce are tumwl over in full to the employes entitled thereto. 
All persons entering (he company's employ except executive officers and office men 
are required as a condition of their employment to contribute two per cent, of 
their wages toward the cost of carrying said insurance, and it is also understood 
that employes injureci and entitled lo receive benefits under this policy of insurance 
shall release (he railroad compnny from all claims and liability for damages or 
injuries suffered. 

The respondent cuinpany further ansHcrH 
was suggested to him that if he would jiroci: 
the probable date upon which he could rm 
amount due. The resirandent further answe 
(his arraaxement, but it itself contributes t 
pany fur (he protection. The respondent further t 
cunwlonces this case would sci'm to be squarely niled by (hat of John O, Welier, et af 
vs. The I'ennsylvauia Railroad Company, a reiiort of which Is on page 74 of the 
Annual Report of the Pennsylvania State Railroad Commission for 1008, and 
would seem to t« purely a question arising between the respondent company ond 
one of its employes, and involving only a question as to compliance by (his com- 
pnny of nn agreement made with Mr. Hamerstine, its employe. 

CommisHion advised (he resjiondent as it is a question which involves the con- 
struction of (he contract between the complainant and Ili<- rca|H>nilent, aorl as such 
doea not involve any matter within the jurisdiction of the Commission and the case 
was dismissed for lack of jurisdiction. 
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CHARLES E. SHAFFER vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 



ColDplainnlit petilinneil ComiDisaicin to rp<|iiesl: tlie ri'^puaclfiit Cuinpau; to provide 
Ijctler accommodntinDS in (be inattpr of train sci'vjcu between Dauphin, I'eDan., 
Had Harrisburg , reiiDa.. so thnt he und oUiet resjdeuta of Dauphin may reach 
llarriBbun; before 7.00 o'clock A. M. 

In reply to this complBint the respondent Company answered that, inaeinucli 
as the train which eoniplainaiil itcHireil lo slop at Daupliin naa a fast express 
train from Buffalo, a compliance with tlie complainant's request would iocoDven- 
ience other travel. 

A hearing being desired by both parties lu thia action, il 
teatimony taken and tlie CommisHion. after full cxaininatim 
and briefs, filed the following opinion and rccommcnilalion: 

"This complaint arises out of the (set thai about twenty men , 
residing in the RorouKb of Dauphin, a station on the line of Respond- 
ent's road about eight mites west of [Jarrisbnrg. some of them own- 
ing their own homes there, are employed in Ilarrisburg, and required 
to get to their work daily by 7.00 A. .M. 

"Formerly, they had a train which enabled them to accompIlBh 
this, but now the first train toward Harriaburg docs not leave Dauphin 
until 8,38 A, M., so that they would have no way whatever of gel- 
ting to Ilarrisburg in time for their work except by walking about 
three miles to Roekvllle where they tan get a trolley car in. This, 
of course, re<iuires thpn" men to rise very early lo nrrler to get their 
breakfast and aceotnpiish that long walk in time to reach a trolicy that 
will get them to Ilarrisburg in lime for their work, and in the winter 
season subjects them to great exiiosure and conHidenihle hardRbip. 

"The Respondent has it train from Bulfalo, No. TiS, which passes 
Dauphin at fl.33 A, M. and is due in Hnrrisburg at fUri A. M., but 
this train does not stop at Dauphin, and the Omplainanls seek 
either to have that Imin stopped for their nceommodation or else have 
a local train put on fur that purpose. The Respondeut says it is 
impracticable Co iJUt on a local train for the accommodation of this 
community, claiming that same would be too expensive and interfere 
materially with the general operatiim of that line, and it objects to 
stopping train No. riH at this point on the ground that it is a fast train 
with a close schedule, and to stop It would inconvenience the through 
passengers and cnrlail somewhat the lime for their connections at 
ilarrisburg, and in Philadelphia aud Washington. 

"The conuectiona at Uarrishurg are with this Corapany's own trains, 
while at Waahinstim their connections are with the roads running 
south, and they there have a margin of thlrty-Rve minutes, and in 
Philadelphia their connectinns for the seashore have a margin of 
twenty minutes, and for New Yi>rk f'ily of thirty minutes. The 
stopping at Dauphin could not a:'rionKty inconvenience the thmugli 
passpneers, and at the most, would not oci'Hwtiun a delay of more than 
a couple of minutes. 

"We have, then, at Dauphin about twenty persons required to 
reach Ilarrisburg by 7.00 A. M. every working day, and without 
any other mean? of transportation lo Ihat point than the line of 
Respondent's road, and it certainly cannot be calle<l nnreaaonable to 
ask the Railroad Company to furnish the neceviary facilities for 
their transportation. Tiila uumher of regular passengers from that 
station every mominif justly demands some ronsideralion. If they 
had other means of tranaportalioii. Ilie silualiou would lie entirely 
diffen'ut : but they nre absolutely deiH'ndeiit u|>un ReNpondeul's riiiid 
for this aceommodnlion. and a train at that hour would furnish 
Resi>i)ndenl Ihe best patronage of any of iia trains at that station. 

"The Commission has bwn very loath lo make a recommendation 
for the stopping of train No. 58 at that iwint, and has sought in (X^olp 
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cvrry wny availnble tu havp Itesjiondpnt itsHf makp an arraoscjainit 
[or the atiommodalioQ of these people, but willnmt effett. 

"Tbe jud lament of ilii' t'ominiiwioii b^iiig ihoi mioh noi-ommnilalion 
shoald be fumisbed, nothitig remaina to l>e done except to recom- 
mend either the iaaCallation of a local Craia or tlie stopping of the 
express Irain, and since Ibe Company asserts so stroagly that tlie 
inslallntion of H local train is practically impossible, there remains 
only the stopping of the cxpr<-ss train. It is not tielieved that the 
stopping of this (rait; will malcrially inconvenience eilher the Com- 
pany or its patrons sinee it has been known to have been stopped at 
this point on various ownsions for the accommodation of one or two 
pasBensers', and such stop ccrtainl; Rill uri^ntly accommodate ilic 
Complainants. Should hereafter a change be made by the Company 
of its trains and operating schedules by wbich another train would fur- 
nish Complainants the necessary accommodations, the stoppinj; of the 
express would (hen be unnecessary, but until such time we feel that it 
is but reasonable to ask that that train be stopped at Dauphin. 

"The Comtnission, therefore, recommends: 

"That, until other suitable accommodations are provided, train 
No. SS be stopi)ed at Dauphin for the purpose of accommodating pas- 
sengers wishing to go from that poi«t to Harrisburg.'' 

The respondent advised the Commission (bat, in acconlance with the recom- 
mendation, arrangemenls have been made lo stop Norlbcrn Central Railway train 
No. r>8 (Washington Night Kxprcas) at D.iupbJn to receive passengers daily, except 
Sunday, eommeucing Monday June 2t>th, I'JlO. 

The case was, therefore, marked closed. 



No. 319. 

D. O. RAMBERGER vs. SCHUYLKILL RAILWAY COMPANY. 

D. O. RAMHEBGER, For Complainant 

W. S. LEIB and C. A. SNYDER, For Respondent. 
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"Till' Schuylkill Kailway CninpaDy, a tractiun line in ScLiiylhill 
County, issues a twMity-trip licktt at a rcduiTU rale, tin.' condiiioiis 
which are as Colluwit: 

•■FIRST: That it pntilles the lioldKr (o ride ouly on tliu iaat 
three (3| seals of oi>en cars, or in tht> Hmohias [.-ampartmont of dosi-d 
cars, entcrine (he dosol cars at all timi>s frual tlie smokinK compart- 
ment pnd of the car ualy. 

"SECOND: That it is good tor one continuous ride belween the 
points nnmed on the cover, and the cnuductor must collect coupons 
and the holder must surreniler thf cmipons fur each trip In the order 
named on the coupons. The last conixin lo be itarrentleTed must have 
the time, whether A. M. or P. M., nnd the date punched by llic 
conductor. And it is rhe holders duty to see that the («rt of the trip 
ticket remaining after the surrender of the first fare collected is 



propiTly J 

■thir; 



ticket is only Kood aaing and from work. 



"FOURTH: Any violation or attempteil lioialion iif the above 
conditions by the holder hereof, will forfeit the ticket and the eondiii'tor 
will be required lo eollei't Ihe ticket and luru the same into the offic* 
as forfeited. And Ibereafter tbiH fiirm of ticket will not be issued 
to any person who had previously forfeited llic ticket by a violation or 
atleiDptml violation of rhe ci>n<rilions thereof. 

"FltTII: The holder of IhU ticket Is required to surrender the 
cover thereof before be is enlilled to Hecure a new ticket. 

"The Complainant, D. O, RamherRcr, is a residenl of that county, 
and by occupation a carpenter, and has occasion from time to time 
in galaK to and retumiuK from his work, to ride on the lines of 
this Company. Having knowledce of the iMuitts of that ('ompany nt 
.the reduccil rates Iwenty-trip tickets alxive mentioned, he applied 
to the Company for one of those tickets to he iiseil for himself in 
goins to and from his work nnd with Ihe eouililions of which be was 
willing (o comply, nnd was refused sucb a ticket. 

"He then made a complaint to this CommiKsinn, and in the inves- 
tigation of that complaint it has developnl that the Railroad Company 
only sells these tickets to employees of the mines in the territories 
llirougli which its lines run anil refuses to sell them to any [terson 
else, and furthermore, that it does not enforce the conditions specified 
on (he tii'kets. 

"It will be noted from the conditions that apparently this ticket 
is available b.v any one who is willinf; to subscrilie lo the conditions. 
regardleKB of the location or character of his employment. The Com- 
pany offers an exciise for the restriclion of these tickets to persons 
emiiloveil in or about the mines, contrary to the conditions named 
tickets, other than that it is u situalion inherited by Ihe 



, n-bich is of course no excuse at all. To thus 
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ise of tlii'se tickets constitutes a itlaeri mi nation against a 



lubscribe to and observe the conditiims thereof. 
"CoiisiHiuently. it Is ibe judgment of this Cjimmission, that the 
present restricted use of tbcse tickets is iliscriminatury and unlawful, 
nnd tberefore it recommends that said restririion be removed, and 
Hint so long as miiil tickets are sohl Ihey he available to any one who 
desires to use tJiem anil ivill subscril>e to and observe the conditions 
thereof." 
The respoDdent adviseil that they would comply with siiid onler, and the case 
nas marked closed. 



So. 321. 

WILKOFF BROTHERS COMPANY vs. PENNSYLVANIA 
RAILROAD COMPANY and BALTIMORE & OHIO RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 
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The case, was, therefore. dismisBcd. 
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H. & F. Mcintosh estate et ai. vs. the Pennsylvania 

RAILROAD COMPANY. 



Thp oimplniiit in this caw vinn (iIp'I l>y a niiniljcr of Htizctis of thp horoiiKh of 
N'rwry, in llio (■ounty of Itlnir, and BulwlHiitiiilly nlU-gps that tho rcapoiidrnt eum- 
pnnj nhnDiloiKHl thp Npivry Kailroaii wliicli wns (iinitruc*(c^ from Newry to connect 
witb the I'eDnHylvunin Itallronil line ninn[nR from Duncnnsville south, known as 
the TortaKC Railroad. 

The C'oiumisHinn ia iiftitiouMl to btins llie wvii;ht of its jottuenre to bear upon 
the managi'ment of tlL>- I'fnnsylvania Kailruad CoDipany to relay anil opcraie this 

The complninuDlH filiH) ropy uf a li'Hse of die Newry Railroad to The Pennsylvania 
Railroad Company. 

The respondent coinpnny nus advised that from the complaint it appears that 
The Pennxylvania Railroad Company ebnnduned the operation of this branch in 
1903, lore up the Iraelts and removeil ail buildings, yet claims to retain ownership 
and control of the ronilbeil and right of way. 

The C«mmiH<ion requested Infonnation as to the official action of the respondent 
company directing the abandonment of tbis line and of the reasons Iberefor; and 
also of the character of its claim to retain the roadbed and rieht of way. 

In ansner lo the foregoiu),', [he respondent company substantially alleices that 
tlic Newry line was abandoned and has not been since operated for the reason that 
the earnings from the small amount of traffic to and from Ncirry did not justify tbe 
oi>erntion of tlie road; and, further, that the property and frnndiises of ihe N'ewry 
Com|>auy were soid on execuliun under judgment lo one A. J. Auderson, who, 
with his wife, by deeii conveyed the personal, miied and real properly of the 
Xcwry Railroad Company, but ni>t Ihe corporate riiihts and franchises, to the 
Pennsylvania Railr<Hiil Company, The n'spomlenl, therefore, claims title to the road- 
lied and right of way, i. e. , physienl pn>|>erty, by virtue of tlic deeil from Anderson 
and wife. In eoncludiuK, the rexpondent company says: "On the property acquired 
by Ihat deed The Pennsylvania Railroad Ooui[Miny, pursuant to corirorate action, 
adoplnl anil ciinstruclod a branch or sidinc, but while, in view of the provisions 
of the act u( Man-h filli, 1<KKl (P. Ta l.t). the Railroad IViu|)any may have lost 
the franchise to operate thin portion of tbe railroad by reason of the cessation of 
operation Iliereof for six succi'ssivc months, yet it remains title to the physical 
property of said railroad by virtue of said deed.'' 

After due consideration of the answer of the respondent, the Commission io- 
quired further under what auihority the Pennsylvania liailroad Comiiany held the 
real estate formerly of the Xewry Ilailniad lielnecn I'ortage Junction and Newry, 
acquired by The Pennsylvania Railroad Company by deed from A. J. Anderson 
and wife, especially iu vipw of Section five of Article XVII of the ConHlitution 
of Pennsylvania. 
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The respondent ndvised the ComniisBion iliot tlie iirojieity in question was ac- 
quired by a deed from Anderson auO wi£n for the purpose of enabling Tlie Penu- 
sylvania Railrond Company to carry on its Imsinesi. as a common carrier and, in 
putsuance of that purpose, it, liy due corporate action, laid out and con- 
structed a branch or siding on said property, and operated said branch or siding 
until the ceasnlion of oiieration ihi^reof for the reason set out in the answer to 
the Commission. That under Ihp laws of Pennsylvania, as laid down by the Courts, 
railroad eoiupauics may nequire and hold property for future use in tlieir businpas 
and that until neccleil for such use the pmiierly may be lield liy tlie common carrier. 
That the Peniisylvania Itnilrond Omipuny, not havins any need to use the prop- 
erty for its corporate purposes, gruuled to~«n elei'lrie street railway comiiany in 
1907 a license to construct and operate an eleetrie passenger railway upon the 
property in question, which license was made lerminablc upon short notice, that 
The Pennsylvania Railroad Company niiaht, when it ahail nued the property for its 
own corporate uses, obtain the possession thereof for that purpose, and thai nolice 
of the termination of such license has never been given. 

The complainant was advised that the Pennsylvania Railroad Company abandoned 
that braneh for reasons snfEieient unto theinHi'l'ves and that this Commission has 
no power to tomjiel them lo rehu bill tale or openite it, and that they claim to 
hold the right of way (subjwt to a lease they have made of it (o a street railway 
company terminable on short notice) for what, if any, future nei'd they may have 
at It for railroad piiriioses, and in that Hituation (be only authority which could 
take steps to lest ihc right of Ihe railroad eiunpany so to hold the property is the 
State Itself through pr')per proceedings inslituCed by the Attorney General. 

In conseiiuencc of this situation the Commission is without power to do anything 
further in this matter and tlie case was marked dismissed. 



W. H. COX & COMPANY vs. NEW YORK CENTRAL & HUD- 
SON RIVER RAILROAD COMPANY. 



The complainants in this case, who are lumber dealers, with residence and 
place of business in New Custle, JViinii,. iiver that a large peit-entage of their 
shipments fur the last seven years have l)cen from Oil Cily and StonelMirn, Penna., 
and all |>oin(s between Oil City and Stimeboro on the Lake Shore & Michisan 
Southern Railwny to Sharon, Pcnun., New <^ntle. I'enna., and Pittaburgh, 
I'enna. , and that the rate cliarged to Sharon and New Castle is seven and one- 
half cents [>er hundred weight, and to Pitstburzh ''ight eenls per hundred weight; 
that the New Yorit Central Lines have bnilt an extension fnim Franklin ami 
Polh to Clearlield , known as tlie Fi'ankliii & Clearfield Itraneli ; that the complainants 
ttwn ahout SOO acres of timber, whieli stands near this extension and in the 
vicinity of Kast Sandy, now Van Stnlion, and that all the timber cut from this 
plot of ground would be shipped over this line from a .Nation near Boat Sandy, and 
which would be a short distance east of Polk or Stoneboro. being the western 
terminus of this branch : that the New York Central lines, throush their agency at 
Cleveland, had given as their lowest rate from their extension to Sharon, Penna., 
ten and one-half cents, and to New Castle and Pittsburgh twelve cents per hundred 
weight: that the previous rates over the Krie Railroad line to these places were 
eight cents to Pittsburgh- and seven and one-half cents io New Castle and Sharon. 
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The complainant further eass that the; are oow locating a Raw mill io this 
timber and expect to make large shipmeQIs Iherefrom. ubii'h mist be Efaippad 
over the Franklin & Clenrfipld Itranch of tbc respondeat companr. and the rates 
&xH anil chari;nl menu n dii^crimhintiim against the complainant and establish a 
prii-e that noulil mnke it impossible for the complainants to compete with other 
timber owners in that vicinity. 

The respondent advised the CommisstoD that since the filing oE this complaint 
Ihpy Imvc issued himbi>r tnrilT fiMm the X(>w Clearfield Branch, which disposes of 
the question raised by the cninplniunnt. 

The complainant wns rrqucstod to advise if Che new rates named were eatia- 
faetory to them, and iu the atiaence of any advice, the Commission ordered the 



PETITION OF THE BALTIMORE & OHIO RAILROAD COM- 
PANY REFUND TO D. SHAFFER. 



Tlie iietitiiiner advised the dim miss inn of a clHim of its agent at Hooveravillc, 
Fenna. , for credit on a car of briek from Johnstown, Penna., to Hooversville, 
consigned to D. Shaffer, billed at 24,000 pounds, rate of nine cents, but through 
error collectinn was made on the basis of 40,000 pounds at seventy cents per ton. 
The shipment wns miide September 30th, 190S, The petitioner' expressed its 
desire to accept a chaise of $14.00 for service as aiiainst S21.60 as assessed, pro- 
Hded this proposition meets with the approval of the Commission. 

The petitioner filcl additional information regarding the shipment and was 
advised by the Commission that, inasnmch as it is admitted that the rate charged 
on tbis shipment was excessive and higher than the commodity would stand, in view 
of the fact that it was further admitted that the basis for the proposed settlement was 
a reasonable rate for that shipment, the CommissioQ recommended a refund settlement 
im tliat prujxised basis. 

Case dismisse.1. 



FRANK R. LEIB vs. NORTHERN CENTRAL RAILWAY COM- 
PANY. 



ComploinC was made to the Comniia.fion (o the effect that there was not sufficient 
light at the New Cumberland Slntion (if tbc respondent Company, and that the same 
was dangerous to the traveling public. 

The respondent, on being informed of the complaint, advised the Commission 
that arrangements for llie installation of eler-fric lighls in the station and on ihe 
platform had bi'en onlered but the work had not been completed, owing to delay in 
receipt of fixtures. 

Later, the Commissiun was advised by the respondent that the lighting of the 
New Cumberland Sintion platform was installed on April 16th^,^nnd,as ^i^^a^i^lwf^' 
Ihe complaint the samp wns dismisseil. •-' 
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GLENSHAW CIVIC CLUB vs. THE BALTIMORE & OHIO 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 

P. P. r.AItLrNGlIOL'SK, R. ('. CAMI'ltKLL and ISRAEL EDOAR, For 

ConiDlainant. 
E. A. I'Edv ao'l JOHKrn ['. TA(i»iART, For Ites|)oii<knt. 



Pomptaiot wna raade to the Ccuninisalon to rpstore passenger train No. 1.12 to 
tbn scbediile of the lialtimori! & Ohio Railronil t'Dmpnny, which train arrived in 
AH^Iipny at H.3(t A. M.. and whicli was taken off flic latter imrt ot Septomber, ]iH>!(. 

The Comiuiasion i>]il<>ri'd a lii-arint; held in the matter, and at thnt time an 
Bgreemeot was made liy the reBjiondent to put on an early train from Callery 
Junction to Allejiheny, approximately the same seliedules as their former train No, 
152. 

Case marlied etoaed. 



Xo. 331. 

McKEESPORT BRICK COMPANY vs. PENNSYLVANIA 
RAILROAD COMPANY and BALTIMORE & OHIO RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 



The iiiiiiplninnnt advimil tlie 4 'ominiHKion that while the Italtimore & Ohio Railroad 
(roinpnny liiis a rnte of 7.T (-entH piT ton on hriek from I'iltslmrBh lo Sulcn'ille, yet 
when lie apjiliiHl for a rate on the Haine cummodily from Itensemer to Suterville he 
wan ijnoleil fl.lM per ton, nnid lirick orisiiiaCiiig at <'04'lii'an. I'etmn.. to be dcliverei) 
liy the I'ennHylvauia Itailrond «,'om|Miny to tbe Baltimori' & Ohio Itnilrond Comiwny 
at BesHeiner. 

The ('ommiRHion reijiiesteil the reR|>oiidentii for information as on what grounds 
a higher rale is charged from llessemer to SnleriiiUe than from Pittslnirgh to Suter- 
villc. The answer was that it was not intended that ii higher rate be apiilied from 
Bessemer to Ruterville than is applieablc from I'ilthlmrgh to Sulorrille, with the 
advice that wtepa have boi'Q taken to property aniend Ihe tariff. 

Case marked closed. 
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CORRY HIDE & FUR COMPANY vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 

The complainaDts allege that tbv Penasjlvaaia Railroad Company refused to 
fiirnixb rcfriRerator curs for the movemcDl of raw fiirs out of Corry vi« their liuea, 
baled, na per tlie Oflieial ClassifiMtioD. 

la reiily llirreto, the ('omniigKiiiD reqiipxted infannHti«D aa to what point or 
points the shipmeuts in question were to be made, and wliether Tbe I'euDsylTania 
Railroad Company furnished refriscemtor ears fur (he same puriiose as indicated 
in tliia complaint at utiier puintR. 

The complainants lejilii'd (hat to lliejr l(now]t>d).-t' the 
never furnished refrigerator cars tor this kiud of freiffht " 
having no ai^cesa to the records or reiicivtK of Tlie I'riinayliiiuia Railroad Company, 
they were uanbic to atate whether the company plar-es i-ara at diffprent points for 
the purpoac mentioned in the complaint. 

The respondent advised the Commission that, on account of the odor from these 
fura and the effe<'t upon refrigerator cant, which were built primarily for the trans- 
portation of foo<l products, (hey felt it would l)e impracticable and improper to allow 
raw fiira to 1>e loaded in refrigerator niiiipiiient. 

The (Toramissiun, on receipt of (he answer of the rexpondput, advlaed 
(he complaiDant that, in view of (he fiic-l (ha( irfriKerator cars liave never 
heri'tofore, to the knowhilKe of the Comniissioo , been iised for the purjiose of trana- 
portiDK hideH. raw furs and similar mnterial even in the summer time, the Com- 
misKlon does not firl that it would In- proper to auk the respondent at this time tb 
apply to that biminess n portion of their equipment which they have only secured 
for the purposi' of IrnUHporlins such arliclen ns mentioned in their answer, and 
until the deiiiond for such siTvice ns the cocnplniunut seeks reaches aiich proportions 
as to justify the Railroad Cimipniiy in making such provision for the transportation 
of that material, the CommisHion uould not fei'l jnntified in making an order to 
that effect. 

Tbe case was dismissed. 



No. 333. 

HARRISBURG PIPE & PIPE BENDING COMPANY et al. vs. 
THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COMPANY. 

CIIA'S. L, BAILEY, F.ir Comlpainaut. 

GEO. STUART PATTERSON, and WM. I. SCHAFFER, For Respondent. 



This in a complaint astninst rates chargeil by the I'eunsyh-ania Railroad for shifting 
from their tnicks in Harrisburs to the I'hiladelphia & ReadinR Railroad tracks, same 
being eighty cents ppr grosH toil, Complainanis alleges that at other points like 
aervlce was performed for fifteen cents, and again at other pointa no charge was 

Commission after hearing, taking of testimony, and filing ot briefs, filed the. 
following opinion and recommendation. 
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The above entitled case is one of seven complaints filnl with Ihc Commissioo 
relative to the Bamc matter hd<I prnclJcally ideDtical io subatance. and, tbeiefore, 
they have been heard and couaidcrod tujjetlirr, aud will now be determined as one. 
The other complainanta are Stalnaicer Iron Co., Williams & Freedman, Luria 
Bros. & Co., n. Nieoll & Co., Plilt & Co., and Morris Weil. 

0£ the several complainanta only the Pipe Bending Co. anU Messrs. Williams 
& Freedman are located at Harrisbiirg, the former on the line d( the respondent 
compnnf and the latter on that of the Plilladelpbia and Reading Railway Co. 
The busiqess of the Stalnnker Iron Co. is conducted at Pittsburgh, Peona., that 
of Luria Bros. & Co., at Reading, Penna., of B. Nicoll & Co., at New Tork, 
N. Y.. and of I'litt & Co., and of Morris'Weil at Philadelphia, Pennn. The 
Pipe Bending Co. is a lorue mnnufnctiiror, uhil'j tlie other complainanta ore 
principall]' dealers in iron and steel serai). 

The general complaint is that the charge of SO cents per ton made by the respond- 
ent company for the transfer of freight between iadiistrinl sidings loeated on Its 
line, at HarrJshiirg, and the tracks of the Philadelphia and Reading Railway Co. 
at that point is unreasonable and excessive. 

Unrrisbnrs is an established iniereliauge point fur said transportation companies, 
the physical connection of tbe two mads 1>i>iti(> at Market Street, in the immediate 
vicinity of their passenger stations nod about 2,000 feet distant fram tbe works 
of this complainant. 

For a similar movement between industries located on its own tracks at Harris- 
bnrg the respondent charRes 20 cents per ton, and the rate from SleHtun (tvto 
miles below llarrisburg) to said industries was 1j conts per ton, but has now 
been raised to 25 cents. It is lari;ely npon a comparison of these rates with the 
one in question, and of the relative distanci's <^>vcrcd in tlie several movements, 
that these t-omjilainants rely to suliKlanliule their chnr;:e; but llicy alno go beyond 
tluit nnd testify that in some instuiices the rale is aelunlly prohibitive. Thus Ibis 
complainant slates that it wanlc<l li> procure liDiesIone From a quarry at Paxtang 
on the Reading road, some three miles disliiiit, uiid could not ilo so aimptj because 
of this interehanKU charge by Ihc resimudeut. .Mko llint IhiK I'harge preM-nls it 
from liiddiiii; on work to be delivered on Rending lines or couneclion. Utbers 
say it pieiculs Iheni from doing business on the line with which they have no 

The reBp<indcnt seeks to justify its charge on tiiri* seimrate and distinct grounds, 
via: first, that this is its lowest inihlishej rate for the shortest line baul ot tbe 
lowest eluHs of f reigbt : secondly, that no swirehiug movement is compensatory 
in itself, anil that this cbarKe is not unreasonable or excessive in view of the time 
and labor required in the movement; and, thirdly, that such charge is necessary 
in order to protect its tenuinals nnd terminal facilities against free use by its 
compctitois. It also contends Ihnt its rate for switchiuK bi'lwcea industries on 
its own line and Its rate between Steelton and thns" industries affonl uo proper 
basis for comparison with the interchange charge, both because thi; movements are 
dissimilar in character and in the actual service required, sml because said rates 
are made in consideration and furtherance of the general business of tbe industries 
involved, from which it receives a large tonnage fur main line hauls. This con- 
tention is evidently meritorious and forbids any conclusion of tlicsc complaints based 
on an unqualified or absolute comparison with luiid rntes. 

So much can not be said of the gniimii of jusiilicHliun first above siniiil. Tbe 
mere fact that (lie charge coinploiupil of Is the snme as the iiiiblishiil (iirlEf rate 
for the shortest tine haul of tbe lowest class of freight may disclose tbe origin of 
the charge, but it does not establish its justness or reasnnnbleness. 

.\s to the second ground, the testimony shows that the onlinory Interchange 
: in delivering freight from tbe Reading road involves sending an engine and 
tlie Rutherford ynnls of that road, five miles from the jun(;tion of the. 
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two mails, uhere its interehaoKe tratk is lopaleJ, nnd haiilinK thenc-e to rfspiind- 
eot's yard number four, eaat of Lucknow, in indiscrimiQate freiebC triiin of from 
ao (o 100 cars, and there elasslfyinB tlit- freiKlit, and theu switching tlie cars into 
yard numlier one and tliere clnssifyinE the cars ns to deatinalion and arraneins 
thein for delivery. The revcrae moveinpnt is iirewuniably Kimilnr. For anch pur- 
poses it maintains ensines nnd erews cnenBeil exfliiKiiely in that business, but 
when on Ihe Rendina Irneks lliey are resardcd as in llie service of and Ibe eom- 
pensation is paid liy that road, Tt \« (he saiiii' \«ith the ReadinR engines and 
crews when an the respondent's trai^ks cnKaxed in like serviee. 

It will be observeii tlinl the freijtlit nnd ears are clastlfipd by the receiving and 
nnd not by the original innier, nnd in the yards o( the tiinju-r and not of the 
latter, and that by rcuson of the Iwalion of the e<inn<<i-tion b<;tween the two roads 
such classification could not be made in that ci>n^e»ileit toealily. so that the delivery ' 
haul required on the respondent's own line can not fairly be determined by the 
distance of the conslEnee's aidinj: from that point. It does not appear what switch- 
Ing nnd class i Beat ion, if any, are involved in suitchins; lietween the different 
industries on respondent's line at llarrisbnrg, nor in the delivery to them of 
freight from Steetlon. but the direct distances from plant to plant and from these 
plants to Steetton arc evidently less than that of the haul required in these Inter- 
change movements, nnd thesi- movements an- apparently more involved. And that 
occasionally and under iH>t'ntiar conditions n car may l>e delivered directly from the 
interchange connection, without the trouble and delay of the classification process 
above detailed, does not alter the rule or make that practice generally possible in 
interchange movements under the traffic conditions existins at 'that point. Yet, 
notwithstanding the character of this movement, and in view of what is hereinafter 
slated respecting (he compensntion which the respondent is witliDe to accept for 
it, in certain instnnciii, \vc are not [ireiwired to riinchide that the charge o( -SO cents 
per Ion Is only fair remunerntiun tor this wervici'. 

Some evidence was intriHluceil In show tlie transfer charses of the same and other 
railroads at several other iminls in the State, varying from 10 cents per ton at 
Snedelnnd to S<i ci'nls lit Ijincaster, hut hk sni'h chargi's are uniformly dclerniined 
and iimtnilh-'l hii-gely by the volume of Uu-iiui-iw anil local conditions, no reliable 
eomparlMon \vi(h these charui'H van 1h' ni:ide without full information as to Ihe 
ae(mit situation at enc-b point. 

Then as to respondent's thiitl posilina. It niiixl l>e no(cd that all these com- 
plaints have reference to deliveries on induHlrinl private HidimiH. nnd not on the 
pulilic or team tracks of lit.'- n-siioudenl, nor at its depot or wnrehouse. Any 
such delivery as the latter would genqMlty be of no mure advantage to either Bhippcr 
or iijnstgnee tlinn n similnr delivery on the Riilitiug road, nnd, consequently, no 
one would incur any additional ex|>ense to obtnin ll. It is, thei-efore, these indus- 
trial spurs or side tracks which the respondent seeks to protect from use by its 
competitor. It is well, therefore, to inquire ns to the ownership nnd control of 
these sidings, one of which is at this copmlainant's works, and to ienm what are 
the rights of the respondent respecting them. 

Industrial sidings arc ordinnrily constructed and maintained by the respective 
indiisLries ui>on land hehl or obtained liy them for such purpose, and only such 
extensions thereof ns are on the right of way of the raiti'ond companies and neces- 
sary in order to effect the eonnectiftns with the tracks of such companies nre con- 
slructcd and maintainiil liy the rai1n>.nd comtwinies. Outside of said right of way 
these sidings, atthougb located within the various terminal districts, are private 
property designate*! as "private sidings" in the form of agreement for their con- 
struction used by the respondent company, and do not constitute any such part 
of the railroad companies terminals, ns do llieir public sidings, team tracks, 
depots, warehouses, etc. In the absence of express agreement the railroad com- 
panies have no right to use these privnte sidings for their own purposes, in. 
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spKi'inI cases thurt' may be some vnrEutiim in Ihp iirovisiiiiiH of ihc sMjde contracts or 
ogrci'uieniB, but none nppenrs in thcsp casi^ to change the gcnerui principles nrhich 
abouid (TOvern their oiwrnlion with rcsiiect to these com|ilaintB. 

'J^n cuostriiiition of theHp siillngH conneotiona is desired by the induRtries for 
convenience in shippinR and receivinR frelsbt, and by the railroad companies l>ecause 
of the control they thus necessarily olttain oicr sucb sbipmpnCs and tbe relief they 
afford to their terminaU proper. This control, however, is limited and restricled. 
and not absolute. It is cireuinHcrilH!d by the service which the connerlinK industries 
are compelleil to nsk of the carrier in order to reap the advantage of such connections. 
Tbcse sidings are useless unless the railroad companies transport freight to and 
from them, and only the connecting road can do this. Thus far the connecting 
road controls the situation, and to this control tbe connecting industry has agreed 
by makinic the connection. Beyond this the control of the railroad companies does 
not legitimately extend. 

l^e connecting carrier has no right to dictate die route of incoming or out- 
going shipments; its only privilege is to direct the movement asked of it on its own 
line, and to cbarge and receive tberctor just remunernlion. It can not any to the 
industry on its line that, because it is so located, it must ruiite all its sbipmeuts 
in end out over that lini', or pay nn unreasonable, if not prohibitive, rate tor the 
lesser service asiced of it. The routini; of shipments is tbe exclusive privilege of the 
shipper, and not of any carrier whose services may he re<juired in the movement. 
To hold otherwise would place all connecting industry shipmeiils under the absolute 
dotninntion and control of the connecting carrier, which would l>e neither legnl nor 
equitable. 

We are not unmindful of tbe fart that it bas lieen held that a railroad company's 
contnd of its terminals Is so absolute that it can refuse to receive shipments near its 
termiunls from a trompeting line for delivery at its tennimils; but that has reference 
to delivery at its own proper terminals, and not on a private sidinf,' of nn industry 
located on its line in such Terminal district; see I.. Ic N. It. R. 0>. vs. Stock Yards 
Co., 212 U. S. 132. 

And we are reminded that in .\sBocinted Jobbers of l^m Angeles vs. A. T. & 
S. P. Ry. Co. tbe Interstate Commeree r^mmlssion held tbnt "spurs and side tmcks 
which connect industries with a currier's rails within Kwiichin: limits cunsliiutc a 
portion of tlie carrier's terminal fncililiex;" but in Ibat case lioth the facts and the 
question before the Commission were essentially different from these. There tbe 
spurs and side trnelts are pmetically tbe properly of the carrier — the equipment fur- 
nished at its expense and all maintained by il -and it can use tbem for its own pur- 
poses and the question was ns to the legality of a special charge for receiving and de- 
livering carR tlieron instead of on tbe carrier's public tracks, even when it received the 
line haul. It may well be that such trscks are, in that view, properly regnriled 
ns "a portion of the carrier's temiinnl fncllilies." The difference lielween that 
ease and these is readily apparent. It can hardly Ih' seriously contended that, 
under the rulings in [he above eiteil cases, tbe siding of this particular complainant, 
for instance, is so eHsentially a part of the respondiint's terminal facilities at 
Ilarrisliurg as to justify the ri'sponilent in refusing to there receive ears from the 
Readine road consigueil to such siding. .\nd it must also be rememlrered that 
Ilarrisburg is one of the interchange points between tbe respondent and the Read- 
ing Company, establisbed as such by those companies. AVe conclude, therefore, 
tliat it is the duty of the res|iondent both to receive from the Reading Company 
at ITarrisburg and to deliver on the industrial sidings, cars so consigned, and to 
receive on these sidings and deliver to the Rending Com|)any at that point cars so 
routed hy the shippers ; and It Is not understood that the respondent denies its 
obligation to do this. 

But tbe respondent does contend that these sidings, by reason of their location 
and connection with its line, are sucb it part of its terminal facilities as warrants 
and JnstiGeH it tn so protecting them — QpiitTolliii^ and managing tbem — at to pre- 
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Tent rival and competing lin^s from having access tliereto upon nominal (crniB 
or aaything tike equal terms and similar facility witli itself: that these industriee 
have selected its line for their location and it has fostered them, and, in conse- 
qucDce, has a right to hare and to preaervB an advantage and a preference wilh» 
respect to their shipping husiness. All tills may lie conceded, l>ut therein is found 
no warrant for tarrying protecfive measures to the point of prohibition or absolute 
control of tlie shipper's routing. Then' must be a rate by which all the legitiraato 
rights of butli the carrier anfl the shipjH'r will 1)e fully conserved. And it is not 
necessary, indeed hardly possible, that this rule should t>e a general one applicable 
at all points alike, for among other thiii!>s, the general situation and the relative 
SMDunt and character of the business of the connecting carriers at any place in 
question should be duly considered. 

The carrier, as we have seen, is entitled to guard his siding connection at such 
points to the extent of preventing its rival from enjoying acct'sB thereto upon prac- 
tically like terms with itself; and tlie connecting industry is privileged to have its 
shipments to and front competing lines mad^ upon terms that are reasonable in 
view ot the situation in which it is placed by its location, voluntarily made, and 
of (he value of the service rendered — both the service by the carrier and that to 
tbe shipper or consignee. 

The Pennsylvania began business In Ilarrisburg ns early as 183S, tbc Reading 
in 3858, and the former has expended over three million dollars in Its tenninala 
at that point. Of tbe industries located there and having siding connection with 
but one railroad, three or four times ns many are on the line of tbe Pennsylvania 
as are on the Reading. Quite naturally tbe former road desires to protect its 
investment and to preserve its husiness; and this it says it can not do If tbe charge 
in question were unsubstantial or made merely nominal, because any such charge 
would Ik absorbed by the Reading. TIfia would extend in effect not merely to all 
the Reading lines, but also to all its connections near and far, and thus very sub- 
stantially affect the business of the respondent and its connections with respect 
to freight originating on or destined to its llnrrisburg industrial spur tracks, and 
with respect to Us joint rate agreemenla with other roads. If the Reading could 
make delivery on tlie I'ennsylvaniH liui- at llnrrisburg as well as the Pennsylvania 
itself by absorbing such charge, iind the dim-Ke were not, under all the circum- 
RtanceB, fairly compensatory to the latter road, an injustice would be done it 
in recommending snch a charge. On llio other hand, any charge for (his service 
which Is, in view of the whole local situation, excessive or prohibitive is unfair 
lo the shippers and unreasonable. 

The respondent compan.v now has in effect a joint rate order applicable to the 
Reading lines, with a <livision between the roads made on the fifty mile block plan. 
This applies only to class rates, and it is stated that the Reading road generally 
fails to make use of it, pn'ferring to collect its own local rate lo llarrishurg and 
linve the Bhip!>er arrango with tlie ri'spondent for the transfer charge. Joint 
coininodity rates are the subji-ct of special agreement as (o each commodity, the 
practice being for the initial carrier to make the request for the establishment ot 

We understand all these complaints to have reference only to the charge of 80 
cents per ton as applied to art-clea embraced in the sisth, or lowest, class of 
freight, principally lo scrap iron, and it is to this class (bat our attention is now 
confined. For articles of a higher class and greater value, where greater care Is 
demanded and more risk and responsibility imposed, a higher rate is uniformly 
made and allowed. 

tjpon the evidence adduced in tbe cases and the information at hand, it appears 
to ua that the rate or charge complained of is excessive, unreasonable and prac- 
tically prohibitive, and that another should be found which will be (air to all 
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liartiea. However, it is easier, as stated by counsel for compluinnDt, to ileloriuine 
the unreBBonableneBS ot a rale than it U to siiecify some particular rate as fair 
BD(1 rensonalile. This we are nnw I'equireil to do. 

^ We ore advised timt, since tlie henrioB in tbiwy eases, n joint commodity rate on. 
st-rop iron of fifty (■••iits iH>r ton betivpeli tlie Bfadins and I'ennsrlvRnili traeks at 
Karrisbiire Uas been made effeelive by tbe^ campnuies, end) sharing egualiy. Tbis 
Ipeing a coroinoiUty. rate on scrap iron aioni!, lioiveviT, it is not applicable to otlier 
arlieles jrenerally fimiid in llie sixth class trelshl, ami consequently does not 
dispose of the qiicHliim lii'fore un. Itnt ii does fiiiniKh nn with valuable data (or 
the iletenninatii-n of that iiui'slion. I'ominodily rales, as Mr. liose testified, are 
disi'oiinis nf and lower thiiti <-Liw rnlis, and an- made In'iiiiiKe of the volume of 
the biisiticHN anil fri'iinency of tlie movenn'tilx of ibc nrticli-H to tvhidi iliey apply. 
I'lTsunial.ly, tbcn'foce. anil l^'iiiuHe tl»w ■■iiuiplainls iH'im-iimlly concern thai 
coinnioilily, tbia moveuiiuil of scrap ii'on einlmieta a large tuunaKc which justifies 
the reduced charKc for its iniivement , as llie iioints of delivery on the two lines 
involved are also necessarily reatrictei] — that is, the purcbasars of tbis material 
at Harrisburg are conipanitively few in niinibor— so that delivery is confined to 
r'crlain well defined points. Now as to the sixth class freight generally we have 
no testimony or olber advice as to what volume of it, in mass or of an; separate 
ilem of it, may be. and, therefore, we would not be warranted in saying that 
this rate should apply to all sixth class freight. But if the twenty-five cents per 
ton on scrap iron fairly compensates the respoudcut tor its services in so raovjni; it, 
eviilently some reasonable advance over ttie sum, and far less than the rate or 
(hnnte comploiiieil of. will aiva sulBtient renuuienition for the same movement 
of . the same character of freight even nlUiouirh the items thereof may be much less 
iu volume and the destination of it more varied. 

Reasoning, then, along this line, and after careful consideration of all the facts 
and circiinistancea, we ara of the opinion that a churse not to exceed thirty-five 
ctnts i>er ton for such movement of all sixth class freight will be fair to both the 
carrier and the shipper. And this should lie reduced to a comnio<lity rate ot 
twenty-five cents per ton as to any particular article whenever the v()lnme of freight 
of lliHt article approaches that of scrap iron. 

In this connection it is interesting to note, however, that as to scrap iron— an 
itvliele iH'longinK to the sixth class when no commiHlily rale cxisls— the rate of the 
IleadillE road theivun Is'tween Iteadiug and Ilarrlsbunc is Til cents pur Ion, and 
that the respondent and lliat road have now in effii't a joint commodily rate 
lieiween Ihe same iKiints, where the Ri'nding road gi-ta a line haul, of $l.OG jier 
lim^ which is divideil <m the fifty mile bhK-k basis giving the res|)ondenl Xi cents 
|H>r ton, and leaving the Readiuu Its local rate intact. AVe thus see that as to this 
article removeil from the sixth class of fn'Ight solely by reason iif said commwitly 
rate, tlie respondent by specific agreement aehnowlnlges that the 3o cent charge 
compensates it for its services end furnishes Ihe protection to its terminals and 
terminal facilities upon which it lays so much emphasis, even when its competitor 
obtains a main line haul. Such being Ihe ease, we naturally conclude, that, no 
matter where the freight may originate or lie deHiined. the compensation we have 
determined mnat be fair to the respondent on all sixth elaas freight. 

We. therefore, make Ihe following 

RK( "OM.MB N DAT ION. 
It is hereby recommended that for the movement of car loads of sixth class freight, 
minimum load of twcniy tons, beUveen iiidusirinl spur trucks and sidings on its 
line in the tenninal dislrii-t at llarrlslmrg, IViina., and the interchange tracks of 
the Iliiladelphin and Ri-jidinK Railway Co. at that point, tlie Pennsylvania Railroad 
Company Hhall hereafter make no charge in exci-ss of thiclj-five cents piir ton (net or 
gross as the case may be). fi C 
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CEPJIAS McCLUNE vs. PHILADELPHIA RAPID TRANSIT 
COMPANY. 



Tbe complainant file<t a geaeral complaiot against the respondent Compaay, 

alletcing in^'fficicnt awl insiiSicicnt Rorvicc ia the city of Philadelphia. 

This oomi'lnint wan Sled with that Inatitutod by th? Kveniag Telegraph of Phila- 
delphia, el al., to be considered therewith. 



. WIDDOWSON vs. BUFFALO, ROCHESTER & PITTS- 
BURGH RAILWAY COMPANY. 



The wmplainaot alleges extra elmrzps on frciKht from I'lin^isiitnwney . Penna., 
til f!avHn, Penna., the latter being loenteil on Ihc branch ol the respondent company, 
and requested advice as to whether there should not be a through rale to Savan nnd 
not (in ejktni eharjte. He also desired to know why the rate on sugar, for instance, 
from I'ittsbiirffh, I'enna., to Snvan is higher than from Pittahun:h to Indiana, 

The answer of the ri'spiindent company ivaH that joint through rates e.iistcd to nnd 
from Hip east and the wwt, and Savan via nearly all lines except the Penusyl- 
viinin Itnilrond route, that company not as yet havinp; joined the I'eaponilent company 
Ir. Bueb.rate arrangements; further, that had the shipments mentioned in the com- 
plaint originating at Lancaster, Penna.. and Baltimore, Maryland, been routed 
via the Philadelphia & Reading Railway, a joint through rate would have been 
obtained; had the shipments to complainant from nraham. North Carolina, been 
routed via Potomac Transfer and the Baltimore 4 Ohio Railroad, a joint through 
rate would have been obtained; the shipments mentioned originating at local points 
on the Pennsylvania Railroad were subject to local rates (o and from points of inter- 
change between the two roads for Ihe reasons above mentioned. 

Regarding the complaimint as to rates luenlly between Pittsburgh and Savan, 
as compared with Indiana, respondent invites attention (o Supplement No. 37 to 
its Local Merchandise Tariff, effective March lOth, 1901), which makes the rates 
the game in both directions between Pittsburgh and stations Cloe to laelin and 
Clagliom, Penna., inclusive, which group inrludes both Savan and Indiana. 

The complainant was advised of the .inswer of the respondent, and in the 
absence of any further communication from him, Hie case w.is marked closed. 



11—27—1910 



1/ Google 



ANNUAL REPORT OF THE 



WILKES-BARRE & HAZLETON RAILWAY CO. vs. LEHIGH 
VALLEY RAILROAD COMPANY. 



The complainant alleges excessive freight charges on the part of the respondent 
company on account of the rates on ri(v and hurely coal from Jeddo, No. 4 Col- 
lier7, to Wilkes-Barre and HazletOD Junction. The rate assessed was fort; 
cents per cross ton. This rate, according to the nnswer of the respondent com- 
pany, is not unreasonsble for a transportation of about one-half as far again as 
that to Haxleton via Lumber Yard, and upon which a charge of tbirt]> cents is made. 
The distance from Jeddo No, 4 to Wilkes-Barre and Hazleton Junction via Hazle- 
ton is 13,87 miles, and the distaucc from Jeddo No. 4 to Hazleton via Lnmber 
Yard is 0.30 miles. There is a route from Jeddo No. 4 to Wiikes-Barre & Hazleton 
Junction via Rbervale Branch <6.20 miles), but the respondent says no coal is 
moving over that branch at the present time and cannot on account of the scarcity 
of watpr for engine service ; morever this branch is not suitable for heavy or con- 
tinuous service, and to move coal over it too the W. B. & II. Junction would 
mean a special engine service for the particular movement for the complainant 
at a much greater eipense than the movement in the course of regular service by 
way of Haaleton fully justifying a chnrne over that branch of at least forty cents. 

The method of routing and the charges relating thereto, are in the opinion of the 
comiilainant, a denial of equal right of the complainant to have property trans- 
ported by H common carrier, and an undue and unjust discrimination in charges 
for transportation contrary to the C<in3titution and laws of this Commonwealth. 

After receiving the answer of the rpspondent, and a personal inspection, and con- 
sidering all the papers in the easn, the Commission filed the following opinion, 
which was complied with by the respondent. 

In the matter of the complaint of the Wilkes-Barre & Hasleton Railway Com- 
puny against the Lehigh Valley Railroad Company the Commission has carefully 
considered all the papers in (he case and after a personal inspection of the local 
track arrangement, facilities for interchange between the two companies concerned 
and the operating conditions on (he tracks of respondent company, is of the opinion 
that the rate of forty cents per ton on anlhraciln buckwheat coal from Jeddo No. 
4 Colliery yia the Ebcr\-ale Branch lo W. B. & II. Junction a distance of 5.9 miles, 
us compared with the rate of thirty cents iht ton from the same originating point 
on the commodity lo Hazleton via Lumber Yard, a distance of 8.7 miles, is 
unreasonable; and the Commission, therefore, recommends that tlie Lehigh Valley 
Railroad Company shall not hereafter charge a higher rate from Jeddo No. 4 
Colliery to W. B. & H. Junction than is charged from the same colliery on the 
same commodity to Hazleton. 

Case marked closed. 
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UNITED STATES SANITARY MANUFACTURING COM- 
PANY vs. BEAVER VALLEY TRACTION COMPANY. 



The complainaDls doing business in the town of Mooaca, Beaver couny, Ppnn- ' 
aylvania. called attention of tbe Commission to the alleged anaatisfnctory trolley 
service furnisbed by Che Beaver Valley Traccion Company. They declare that 
during tbe past seven years it has been the custom of Che respondent company to 
run one small car, capable of spating from twenty to thirty people, on u twenty- 
minute schedule, from their works at Monaca to Rochester, a distance of about 
one and one-half miles. Here connections are made with cara running to New 
Brighton and Beaver Falls. These also run on a twenty-minute schedule. A 
great many of the employes of complainants reside iq tbe two above-named towns 
and it is necessary for tbem to transfer at Rochester to a Monaca car. For tbe 
last two months the connections at these two points have been very uusatiafacCory , 
inasmuch as the Beaver Falls cars arrive at the trausfcr from three to five 
minutes late, causing a lay over of fifteen to eighteen minutes waiting for the Mon- 
aca car. In addition, complainanra state that cai^ running from Iteaver Falls to 
Rochester have a capacity of double that oE the Monaca car, therefore, should 
connection be made on time, it is always overcrowded on the small car. The com- 
plainants contend that as a result of the unsatisfactory service it is impossible for 
them to hold their men. and their factory Is partly crippled owing to this poor 
serrfce. 

The respondent in his answer advised the Commission that the twenty minute 
service given seems to be sufficient for all travel. 

In regard to the connection between cars running between New Brighton and 
Beaver Falls at Rochester with cars to Monaco, tbe same is entirely due to the 
grade crossing of the (racks at New Yorlc Street in Rochester, over tbe I'itts- 
borgh. Fort Wayne & Cliicago Railway. This crossing is about one mile west of 
the Pennsylvania Company's Conway Yards, at Conwuy, and the trains leave the 
yards to proceed westward toward this crossing in almost a continuous string, 
and imtnediatety west of the crossing is tbe tower and switches controlling the 
■witching from the Fort Wayne Division onto the Cleveland &, Pittsburgh Division, 
■o that these trains are frequently stopped, blockading the cars while waiting for 
the throwing of some of the switches ; that the delays due to this are extensive 
and that tbe respondent has taken the matter up with the Superintendent of Che 
Pennsylvaoia Company, and that he has given as much relief as possible; that 
these many tedious delays inCerfere wilb tbe schedule of cars through Rochester. 
On account of this respondent has changed the route of the cars from Rochester to 
Beaver Falls so that the same will not pass over this grade crossing, but will tennl- 
nate their run at the crossing and return to Beaver Falls, and this will permit the 
cara to he generally on time. 

The answer of the respondent was sent to the complainant with advice that he 
confer with the respondent relative to a satisfactory adjustment of his complaint. 
e any further communication from complainant 
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J. ALDUS HERR vs. ADAMS EXPRESS COMPANY. 



CoinplHiuarit oIlPyeH fxci'HS cxpmw charBeH ( 
from Chndcls Ford lu LancflBier, PeiiDa. 

The respundeDt advised the CommisBion tbat an ii 
plainnnt and chari^ made was currected and the m 

Tlie roniplniat was, tlicrcfon', mnrkMl dismiHsi'<l. 



.<■ conlaining cliiokcns shipped 



I had with the con- 
it iHfa('ii>ri I y adjusted. 



No. 340. 



CITIZENS OF JENNERS vs. BALTIMORE & OHIO RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 



This was a prtUion tor the establishment of a station at a point known as Mc- 
Kelvpf's Siding. 

The rwpnndpnt, however, ilocidcd to oi'ect thp station at Jenners Mme No. Z 
This propoBittoQ received the approval of the Comiuisaiun after the respondent had 
made certain cbanKes relating to tlie road leading to the station, which chanreB the 
Commission thonshC wiire for the bral interests of the travelling public. 



CITIZENS OF VANPORT vs. PENNSYLVANIA LINES WEST 
OF PITTSBURGH. 
(JKOKOIC WILSON, For Complaiunnts, 



The petition of the eomplaiuanis Hct forth that the Pennsylvania Company is the 
lessee of and operating the Cleveland and Pittsburgh Hallway: that for more than 
fifty years the station called Vanport was maintained and about two years ago 
discontinued: and rcqiiestecl the Cummission to compel the respondent to re-establish 
a station at that point. The respondent company advised that the village anIhoriliM 
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and citisens <l«maDdod tliaC the Btntiun whk'li lias l)eeii Wnlcd nt Vnupurt for a 
periCMl of twent.v-five yeani on a eo-mlled Btrpet, be ri'inoveil; tlint tliey endeavored 
lo purcfaase ground in the vicinity lit a ivasonable ratf bur were uneuccessful. 

NuineruuB effurtH to secure tlie ru-oiicration of the village authorities and citizenti 
lo withhold Iheir objoetious lo the cou tin nance of tlic old buildius in (lie locution 
nlierr it had been for so ninny years until Boni^^ ruaaunable and iiractii-nlile plan for 
a einlion sili- iinild In- n-orhi-d out urre witlmiit I'ffcct , and for thiH rL'axon aud 
i)etitusc of ihe Hniall oaniinsH fruin |)HKi«>»si'rH and tesa tlian ratload freiuht, tlie 
agency was nbolished and Ihe platforms tran»fvrre<l to Sebrins'a Croitsins, alwul 
3,000 feet HeHt. at which point certain iianHi'neer trninH make their b^tup. 

Tiie Commission, by its Attorney, made a careful examinntiiiu of the stalion at 
disclosed by lis jihysical aspect, and Interviewed a number of the |>eraon.s signing 
tlie petition, and after due consideration of all the facts in the case and after ascer- 
laiDine that the iucalion of a station on the site of the present iilatfonn at Sebrine'a 
Crossint! will be satisfactory lo both complainant and respondent aud respimdent 
lulviUK advised that inslruclinns had been civeii tci [•mceeil at once toward the 
establish men t of a slatioD at tliat point. dismissiNl tlie ci)ui]ilaint. 



CHARLES E. MEEHAN vs. PHILADELPHIA & READING 
RAILWAY COMPANY. 



The complainant advined flie CommiHsion ibat hehas miide n niiinlHT of i<hipinenls 
in carload lots of coal from Huntingdon, I'enun., lo Holland, IVnua., the latter 
being on the Newton Braocb of the J'hiladelphia & Iteadlng Itaiiway, and admits 
that the cari have frequently slood on the track longer than the rcgultilions of the 
railroad prescribe and demurrage has HC<'rued on them. 

The railroad ol&ciais liave uulilied him tliat unless he pays tliis demurrage llii>y 
will refuse to deliver any more curs to hiio, and also that they will bring suit under 
Ihe decisions of the Interstate C'onimeri-e Uommission for demurrage. 

The complainant, while admitting that he riolale<l Ihe rules uf Ihe railroad com- 
pany, contends that he hauled the material in <|iieNiiun us iiuii'lcly as bad roads 
would permit. 

<;ommissiou advised the Complainant that (he law recognizes Ihe right of ihc 
railroad company to charge demurrage on cars r>>taine<l for loading or uDloadilig 
beyond the speciGe<l time, and such being the case, if the law in that respi^'t is 
violated the offending party musl expect to pay the penalty. 



e marked closed. 
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SHARON FIRE BRICK COMPANY vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 



The complainant ftlteged diBcrimiDatiuD od the part of the respondent Compauy. 
Tliey state that Ihey had been Bhipping Gre brick ctay from New Brighton, Peons., 
to SharoD. Pennn., for (ifleeD years, at a rate of fifty cents per tun. Tn Angnat, 
1000, they changed their loading place from New Brighton, Penna., lo Fetterman, 
a three-mile aborter haul than from New Brighton; that the respondent Company 
immediately put the rate up to sixty cents per ton. 

The reBpondent in ita answer advised the ComraiJisioD that immediately upon 
receipt of advice that there was a coQiplaint as to the rate, proper adjustment was 
made, satisfactory to the complainant, but through inadvertence advices were not 
sent to the Commission, 

The complainant also adviaed the Commission that a I'nte of ftfty-five cents pei 
ton had been named them from Fetterman to Sharon, which rate is satisfactory. 

Case markeu eiosed. 



HENRY C. ENGLAND vs. AMERICAN UNION TELEPHONE 
COMPANY. 



The complainant in this case notified the Commission that there is a variation 
in rates for telephone service between Morgnntown, Penna., and Reading, Penna., 
and Itcading and Morgnntown, the charges being fifteen cenls from Reading to 
Morgantown over the line of the Consolidated Telephone Companies, and fire cents 
from Morgantown to Reading over the line of the Conestiiga Telephone Company 

In answer to (his complaint the American Union Telephone Company advised the 
Commission that Ihey operate the Rending Telephone Kxchange, whereas the 
Conestoga Telephone & Telegraph Company, of Morgantown, operate that exchange 
and have no connection with the respondent in any way with the exception of n traffic 
agreement between the two companies. 

They further state that their established rate from Rending to Morgantown fa 
fifteen cents, and contend that the Conestoga Comjiany should charge the same price 
from Morgantown to Reading. 

The respondent filed further answer lo explain as to the difference in chnrgee— five 
cents from Reading to Douglassville and fifteen cents from Heading to Morgantown, 
In view of the fact that the distance from Reading to Douglnssville is greater than 
from Reading to Morgnntown, (hat the only explanation that they can give is that 
the rates have been Gai\ by the Traffic Association, which is haseij on the air line 
mileage between points and that (he specific reason, however, is that on a message 
to I}oiiglaKs\'ille, all rcsiionclent docs is to carry the message from Rending to 
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BirdEboro. which is the nearest exchange of the Conestoga Company, and which 
la a five cent rate. They take the message there and carry it (o Douglassville, 
whereaa on a message to Morgantonn respondent sends it direct. 

The Conesloga TelephoDe Company is what is known as a. rural line telephone 
company, or by aowe people called a mutual telephone company, aad they have 
been in the habit of giving their aubscribei's free service over all their lines and in- 
cluding the total charge in the rental for the telephone, or pertisps making a nom- 
inal charge of five cents on a loni; haul, and take the ground that, inasmuch as 
they constructed the line for the accommodation oC themselves who are the stock- 
holdets and also the subscribers, that they have a perfect right to do their work for 
nothing if they so desire. 

The Commission ordered a hearing in this cns^, and after taking testimony in 
the same the oflicials adjusted the matter so thai the rate complained of bereattei 
between Aforgantown and Reading would be ten cents per call in either direction, 
and the case was dismissed. 



Ho. 346. 

NEILSON SHARP vs. PHILADELPHIA RAPID TRANSIT 
COMPANY. 



The complainant advised the Commission tbat the cars operated by the respond- 
ent Company, on Allegheny Avenue, are not beatc(i and at times have been so 
cold as to cause serious discomfort 

The attention of the respondent Company was called to this complaint and the 
Commission was subsequently advised by it that the heat would be turned on in all 
of the cars early in the morning and kept on continuously throughout the day, 
with the exception of two hours between 4.30 and (1.30 P. M. 

The case was, therefore, marked closed. 



CARL VAN DER VORT vs. CENTRAL DISTRICT AND 
PRINTING TELEGRAPH COMPANY. 



The complainant, who is the secretary of the Pittsburgh Lumbermens MulualFire 
Insurance Company, advised Ihe Commission that he could not secure a telephone 
extension unless he paid a rental ot $18.00 per year additional for this desk set, 
a charge which he contends is Iwyind nil reason. 

The Commisstim advised the I'omplninaut that it now has under investigation 
the entire subject of rates tor telephone service Ihroughout the State, and it 
would, therefore, appear inadvisable to take up any particular case in view of. 
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Ihis work, but wlfn tliis data linx all bwn |>rri|ii-rly cnlliH'tiil by thi 

then tbpy will procpeil lo lake up Rurli cas<?a iu ordt^r aod will be able to 

of the same inorv inlMlieently and eipediliouHl]'. 

Od r^ci^ipt of tbis carrpRponilence from the CommisBiun , the complainant i 
ttint in view of the understand iue that certain reviaions in telephone rates 
take plaf^ in bin vicinity very shortly whicli would tend to adjust the eliarst 
plained of, he desired that this spiK^ific cumplaint be considered withdrawn. 



W. M. BRINKER, et al. vs. WILKINSBURG AND VERONA 
STREET RAILWAY COMPANY. 



Ilio cuniiilHinniils rmii.'stiil the Conimission lo rnnaiiler the aingcBtiou thai tlie 
cars OD thin line be operaleil on a 6tt<*n-minute achedule between the rush hours 
of COO to 9,00 A. M., and 4.00 to 7.00 P. M. 

The proposition was submitted to Mr. 3. D. Callery, who siibaequently notified 
the CommiBsion that he bad placed in operation a tripper cav between Wilkinsburs 
Junction and Dream Tily I'ark, wliicb tripper provideH ii hpndway of fifteen minu' 
les within the boroiiRh of Wilkinsblirg, in accordance »'ith (he desire of the com- 

The caae was, nccDnlinely , marki'd closed. 



C. A. CUNNINGHAM vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 



The complnint in IhiK cas'> rettards The IVnnxylvanin Railroad Oimpany's east- 
hound cannpctions at Itlaimville Intersection with ita ConemauRh Division. Indiana 
ItTBiich service. The c'liiuplninant allcj-cfl that he frecjuently travels between In- 
diana, retina., niid CresHDii, I'enua., atid tli" matter of iinaa tig factory connections 
hax been inlled lo his utl,>nticin by l«.lh Ibc iravelinK piiblii- and employes of Ibe 
rpKpundi'nl comimny. Up pointB out thai formerly the Main l.ine Local train No. 
12, now Ihe Main l.ine ExpreRa, «*aa run on the schedule corresponding to what U 
now No. S, and made many of the local stops which are not made by No. 8, Atlantic 
Kxpn'BS. The public iu Kcncral would be best retvciI by hnvtne train No. 12 put 
ba<-k on ilH old kHiiiIuIc. fotbiwin;: Imtn No. S in»>U-ad of nninins nbead of it, aa 
it iliiL's in Ibe ]>nwnt iK'hedub'. I'ulil the preNi'iit achcdule, tniin Xo. S was a 
fla-: stop fur tbix purliculnr imiul , ivbii*b nrrariL-i'incnt made it jiossiblc for one to 
deimn ffun Indiatin <iu No. 4.S2 al N.L'T .\. M. and arrive al rresMin at 11.01. This 
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but nol aa eeQpratly satigfactory as fomier schedules when Main Line Eipress mak- 
ing local slo[)S followed Atlantic Express. Tlie complainant sugsests tbat an im- 
provement be made in the service betwi'eu the points named by either making 
Creason a Bag atop for No. 8, or by bavins No. 12 chanj-ed to follow No. 8 and 
make connection with No. 482 from Indiana and points on the Indiana Rranch, and 
No. 402 from .illeglipny and points on tbe Main Line of the Conemaueli Division. 

The respondent advised tlie Coinmisslon thai prior In January 3nl. 191)!). train No. 
S left Pittsburg at 7.30 A, M, , making hut one short stop between Iiatrotre and Al- 
toona, namely, Johnstown. Train No. 12 k'ft Pittsburgh at 8.00 A. M., making 
vnrioDS local stops, including Cresson. It made cunnections at Blairsville Inter- 
section with train No. 482 from Indiaoa and train No. 402 from Allegheny arriving 
at Blairsville Intersection at 9.20 A. M. and 9.25 A. M.. respectively. The schedule 
of train No. 12 was not very aatiHEnetory (o a considerable number ot tlieir patrons 
on the Pittsburgh Division, especially those located east ot Irwin, since the service 
given by this train was too late to meet many of their requiremeota. The matter 
waa carefully lookeii into and the sche<hile of tnins S and 12 reversed in an effort 
to meet these conditions. 

With the schedule taking effect May 30th, 1000. arrangements were made for 
train No. S to make regular stop at Blnirsvillc Interaection and provisions) stops 
at Bolivar, New Florence, -Soulh Fork and Cresson to discharge passengers from 
points on the Conemaugh Division. The makeup of this train was as follows: 
one baggage car, two coaches, one dining car, one parlor car and two sleepeiB, 
total eight can. Owing to insufRcienC use of this train by pessengera to South 
Fork and Cresson tlieae stops were taken off of the present schedule. At South 
Fork the train stopped Ihree times in seven days and discharged a total of four 
passengers. At Creeson it stopped three times in seven days and diachai^ed a 
total of three paaaengers. The advisability ot changing the acbedule of the Cone- 
maugh Division trains Nos. 482 and 402 in order to meet Ihe schedule of train No. 
12 at BlairBville Interspclion was fully considered but it was found that this could 
Dot be done without serious interference. 

filter, respondent advised that , commencing May 29th. 1910, arrangements 
have been made to atop train No, 8 at Cresson to discharge passengers from the 
Conemaugh Division including Indiana Branch. 

The complainant was advised nf the action on the part of the respondent Com- 
pany and as the same satisfied the complaint it was accurdingly marked closed. 



No. 351. 

E. A. SCHWARZENBERG vs. HEADVILLE AND CAMBRIDGE 
SPRINGS STREET RAILWAY COMPANY. 



Tbe complainant in Ihis case brought to the attention of the Commission the 
fact that he purcbaseil two round trip tickets from Saegertown to Cambridge 
Springs, Penna., that ho was compelled to take Ihe Erie Kailroad. back to Sneger- 
town ; that he presented the tickets to the General Manager of Iho resiiondent 
Company and aske^l to be charged one fare from Snegertriwn to Cambriiige Rprintra 
and on this basis refund the difference in Ihe return tickets. This the respondent 
refused lo dii, stating Ihnt the same mis ■■nntrary lo their mellind. The com- 
plainant also filed the unused portion of the round trip ticket.l~'i * '^ 
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The Commission aent to tbe respondent tbe uhiibmI portions of tbe ticket and 
advised tliem that it was tbe sense of the Commission that these tickets shonld 
be redeemed b; paying the puccbaaer the diSfereuce of the one wa? fare and tbe 
price paid for tbem, which ruling is ia accordance with the Act of Asaemhif of 
May 6th. 1863. Section 5. P. I,. 582. 

The respondent advised the Commission that the fall surrender value of the 
two tickets complained about had been forwarded to complainant and tbe Com- 
misaon therefore marked tbe case dismissed. 



THOMAS VAN NATTA et al vs. THE PENNSYLVANIA RAIL- 
ROAD CO. 



Tbe complainants in this case alleged that tbey were passengers on the Penn- 
sylvania Limited No. 2, leaving Chicago December 25th, at 5.30 P. M., and bare 
been at great disnppointuieDl, annoyance, loss of money and time tbrougb neglect 
of proper equipment by tlie respondent, which certainly ought to be prepared for 
any emereenry nbicL might occur, especially in the case of snow storms, when 
patb-fiading and snow-clenning engines should be at hand. 

The respondent advised the Commission that this train left Pittsburgh December 
2(itb seven minutes late and arrived at Harrisbnrg twenty-nine minutes late. It 
was lield in Harisburg due to the uncertain weather conditions east thereof and 
was finally dispatched from tbat point one hour and twenty-five minutes late, 
with every prospect of being able to make a reasoQabte movement to Philadelphia. 
Owing to tbe storm and the high wind prevailing empty engines were dispatched 
from Uarrisburg ahead of train No. 2S. which precedes the Pennsylvania Limited, 
on which the complainants were passengcis. This train No. 28 with six cars and 
two engines became stalled in tbe snowdrift west of Frazer and in attempting to 
get tbe train out several of the cars became derailed. Tbe severity of tbe storm 
was such that all tbe regular track force together with an additional force of over 
one thousand men, were unable to keep (he switches open to permit tbe crossing of 
trains from one track to another, resulting in detention to tbe Pennsylvania 
limited complained of. 

Tbe cars on the Pennsylvania Limited were comfortably bested, meals w^re 
aTailfble at all times in tbe dining car and passengers did not sulTer any Incon- 
venience other than tbe delay to wbicb tbey were subjected, which was entirely 
unavoidable. 

The Commission advised the complainant of the answer of tbe respondent Com- 
pany and the complainant advised that ns Ibey were tborouehly saiisficd by tbe 
recent action taken by the respondent to guard against any more like trouble, 
desires to withdraw the complaint. 

Case marked withdrawn. 
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APPENDIX "B." 



Sununary and CUssiBcation of Reports of Accidents on Railroads and 
Street Railways for the year ending December 31, 1910. 
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APPENDIX "C." 



Tabulated Statement of Accidents occurring on the lines of the 

various Railroads of the State during the year ending 

December 31, 1910; classified by character 

_ of accident and class of persons 

injured. 
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APPENDIX "D." 



Tabulated Statement of Accidents occurring on the lines of the 

various Street Railways of the State during the year ending 

December 3Ist, 1910; classi^ed by character of 

accidents and class of persons injured. 



IV Google 



„Google 



„Google 



APPENDIX "E." 



I List of Railroads and Street Railways reporting no accidents during 

the year 1910 
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OFFICIAL DOCtJMRNT. 



RAILROADS REPORTING NO ACCIDENTS DURING THE 
YEAR 1910. 



Altoona. .Timiata & Northern Railway CompaDy. 

Bare Rock Railroad Company. 

BIj; Tjpvel & KiQiua Railroad Company. 

Black Lick & Yellow Creek Railroad Company. 

BlooDisburg & Sullivan Railway Company. 

Bradford & WeBtem PennsylvaDia Railroad Company. 

Brownstone !c Middletown Railroad Company. 

Charleroi & Belte Vernon Railroad Gompaoy. 

CliralDut Ridge Railway Company. 

Crane Railroad Company. 

Delaware River & Union Railroad Company. 

Delaware Valley Railroad Company. 

DentB Run Railroad Company. 

East Reriin Railroad Company. 

Bddystone & Delnware River Railroad Company. 

Elk & Highland Railroad Company. 

Emporium & Rich Valley Railroad Company. 

Hickn Run Railroad Company. 

Hooverhurat & Southwestern Railroad Company. 

Hunters Run & Slate Belt Railroad Company, 

Jersey Shore & Antes Fort Railroad Company. 

Johnstown uc Sloney Creek Railroad Com|>any. 

Kane & Elk Railroad Compaoy. 

Keating ft Smethport Railroad Company. 

Kishacoqnillas Valley Railroad, Company. 

KIttanning Run Railroad Company. 

Lancaster, Oxford & Southern Railroad Company. 

Leetonia Railroad Company. 

r^ehigh & Hudson River Railroad Compaay. 

LIgonier Valley Railroad Compsny. 

Mocanaqua & Eaalem Railroad Company. 

Mt. Jewett. Kinzua & Riteraville Railroad Company. 

Mount Penn Gravity Railroad Company. 

Mount Pleasant & Latrobc Railroad Company. 

r^ew Berlin & Winfield Railroad Company. 

New Casllc & Butler Railway Company. 

New Park & Fawn Grove Railroad Company. 

Newport & Shermans Valley Railway Company. 

Nitlany Valley Railroad Company, 

Northern Liberties Railway Company. 

Nortb Shore Railroad Company. 

Oleona Railroad Company. 

Pennsylvania Western & Ohio River Connecting Railway Company. 

Peoples Railway t^ompnny. 

PhUadelphia & Western Railway Company. 

Philadelphia Belt Line Railroad Oimpany. 

Pliilipnburt; & Susquehanna Valley Railroad Company. 

,1(„| D„l„d 



.Google 



No. 27. PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. 

I'itUbui^h & Mood Biin Kailroad Company. 

rittaburgh ft Ohio Valley Railroad Company. 

ritlabunt. Lisbon & Wpatern Railroad Company. 

Pittsburgh, Wi^tinordand & Somerset Kailroad Company. 

Redstone Cenimi Itailroad (lompany. 

Reynoldsviile & Falls Creek Railroad Company. 

Scootac Railway Ctimpany. 

ScotKlak Connect ing Railroad Company. 

Soraolon & Spring Brook Railroad Cumpany. 

SheffiHil & Tionesta Railway Company. 

Slate ftiiQ Railroad Company. 

Stewarts town Railroad Company. 

St. Marys & Western Railroad Company. 

SiiKquphanna & Eagles Mere Railroad Company. 

Susquelianna River &, Western Railroad ('ompanj. 

Tnrtlc Creek & AlleEheny River Railroad Company, 

Tnacarora Valley RnUroad Company. 

Uraina & North Fork Railway Company. 

\' alley Connecting Railroad Company. 

Valley Railroad Company. 

Wnsliin^ton Run Railroad Company. 

Weslinsliouse Inter Works Railroad Company. 

White Deer & I^ogantown Railway Company. 

Williamsport & North Braneh Railroad Company. 



STREET RAILWAYS REPORTING NO ACCIDENTS DURING 
YEAR 1910. 



Allentown & Readinc Traction Company, 

Blue Ridge Traction Company. 

Rni-ks County Kloctric Railway Company. 

Cnmhtla Incline Plane Company, 

Carbon Transit Company. 

Carlisle & Mt. Holly Railway Company. 

Centre & Clearfield Strept Railway Company. 

Cltnmhernburs , Greencastle & Waynesboro Street Raiiw. 

('lairton Street Railway Company. 

Cle'veland & Krie Traction Company. 

Corry.A Columbus Street Railway Company, 

Cumberland Railway Company. 

Danville & Btoomsburg Street Railway Compiiny. 

Danville & Sunbiiry Transit Company. 

DuBoia Traction Comany. 

Knat Knd TasRenger Railway Company. 

Faircliancp & Smithfield Traclion Company. 

Fidelity Ferry Company. 

(ilasKon- Railroad Company. 

Ilagerstciwn Railway Company. 

Homestead & Mifflin Street Railway Company. 
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HuDtlugilon, TjewIstowD & Juniata Valley Traction Company. 
Jersey Shore Klectric Street Railway Company. 
Lancaster & York Furnace Street Railway Company. 
Latiobe Street Railway Company. 

Lewisburs, Milton & Watsontown Passenger Railway Company. 
Mahoning Valley Street Railway Company. 
Montgomery County Rapid Transit Company. 
Montgomery Traction Company- 
New Jersey & Pennsylvania Traction Company. 
Ohio River Passen;;er Railway Company. 
Patterson Heights Street Railway Company. 
Sfaamokin & Edgewood Electric Railway Company. 
Slate Belt Electric Railway Company. 
South Side Passenger Railway Company. 
Siroudsburg & Water Gap Street Railway Company. 
Stroudsbui^ Passenger Railway Company. 
Susquehanna Traction Company. 
United Traction Street Railw.ay Company of DuBoia. 
VallamoDt Traction Company. 
Warren County Traction Company. 
Waverly, Sayre & Athene Traction Company. 

Webster, Moncssen, Belle Vernon & Fayette City Street Railway Company. 
West Chester, Kennett & Wilmington Electric Railway Company, 
Western New York & Pennsylvania Traction Company. 
White Hall Street Railway Company. 
Williamsport Passenger Railway Company. 
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APPENDIX "F." 



Report of Investigations of Accidents made by the Commission dur- 
ing the year ending December 31st, 1910. 
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INVESTIGATED ACCIDENTS. 

BALTIMORE AND OHIO RAILROAD COMPANY, WEST 
ALEXANDER. 



As tbe result of a colliaioi) ni^Hr West Ale^cander on the Baltiinuie & Ohiu Kail- 
roBil on Januar; Qtti, lUlO, bclwoen i>aiiBt>ngi>r train No, 110 and frfight train No. 
89, two employees, II, W, Reed aod U N. Barto, were killed. Th^ Coruner'a 
jury rendered a verdict Co the effect that the awident was the result of the jKvir 
system employed by the respondent in the runninj; of trains and the oonstant 
chanRing of tmin erewB. Thin finding waa transmitted to the Commission and 
by it refern-d to the rpaiHindi'nt wIki snbsegiiently notified the CoromiBsbm that a 
siKQal syHtcm for tbe Dhiaiun is under adviaemi'nt and will be installeil an early 
aa possible. 



LAKE SHORE & MICHIGAN SOUTHERN RAILROAD, 
NORTHEAST, PENNSYLVANIA. 



On January Ttb, 1010, a fast weatbound passenger train c II led 
train at Northeast on Ihe line of the Lake Shore & Michigan *4 1 
n^ulting in two deatha. An investigation on tbe part of the C m as 
that the engineer of the passenger train was responsible for tb d i 



SCRANTON RAILWAYS, THROOP BOROUGH. 



A collision betwei'n a train on the Delaware, I«cltawanna A Western Railroad 
and a atreet car of the Scranton Kailwaj-H f.'oinpony, oiturn-d at a grade erows- 
ing in Throop Horough on Febniary Strd, 1010, resulting in the death nf two 
passengers and the injury of eight. An Inquiry into tbe drcu instances attending 
the accident indicated tliat the same was the result of an attempt on tbe part of 
the crew of the Scranton Railways Company to cross the steam railroad tracks ahead 
of the train and tbe neglect of tbe crew to use proper precaution on approaching 
tbe crossing. 

After an investigation the Commission adviseil the Railways Company to take 
up with the Railroad Company Ihe question aa to the eliminating of the crosaing 
in question — it being the opinion of the Commission that such a crossing should not 
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LAKE SHORE & MICHIGAN SOUTHERN RAILWAY COM- 
PANY, ERIE. 



BrakemaD A. I» S-tafTon] met liis <leath at l':ric, ou May 22d<1, IfllO, by being 
crushed between the Bides of freight cars. Tlie CominisBion was iDformed that the 
trucks upon which this accident occtirred nre onl; 5 feet 11 incbea from center to 
center. This upon investigatioD was found to be erroneous. 

The accident occurred oD the switch track braocbing oE from the lead track and 
the difference between the cenlera of the several switch tracks where tbey are par- 
allel IB 13 feet. 



bELAWARE. LACKAWANNA & WESTERN RAILROAD 
COMPANY. SCRANTON. 



A head-OD collision between a passen^r train and combination milk and pas- 
senger train occurred at Scranton, October 2Dd, 1910. Two employees and % 
paMengera were injured. 

An investigation conducted through correspondence by the Commission tlevclotied 
tliat the colliaion waa due to earelessnens on the part of a awitchrann, wbo wdb nub- 
sequently dismissed from the sen ice. 



KITTANNING & LEECHBURG RAILWAY COMPANY, WICK- 
BORO. 



On SpptPinber 12th, lOlfl, an accident omirrwl in the Boroush of Wickboro 
ou the line of the Kittanniug & Ln'Chhuri; Rnilwny Company, resulting in the 
death of a boy about eight years of aee. It whs reporleil to the (^oromlBsion that 
the cars on this line were without tenders. 

The matter was brought to the attention of the Company and the Commisaion 
was advised by it that while the cars are all equlii[>ed with wheel guards, tests are 
being made of varioua fenders. 
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PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD COMPANY, ALTOONA, PA. 



A locomotive boiler exploded on the main line of the Peansrlvanla Railroad 
Company near Altoona, November 19th , 1910. Two employees were killed and 
three injured. 

Professor P. B. de Schweinitz, of Lehigh University, representiDg the Com- 
miaaion, made an inveatlgation of thta accident and reported substantially that the 
exploaion coDBisled of the failure of the crown-sheet, which was entirely due to 
overheating caused by low water and not to any defect of the material or of the con- 
Btmction of the fire-boi or of the stay-bolts. 
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APPENDIX "G." 



A Statement of the Traveling Expenses and Disbursements of the 
Commission, its Officers, Clerks and Experts. 
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A STATEMENT OF THE TRAVELING EXPENSES AND DIS- 
BURSEMENTS OF THE COMMISSION, ITS OFFICERS, 
CLERKS AND EXPERTS. 



Telegrama 85 3fl 

Postal Service 457 60 

Express and Freight « 37 

Books, Maps and Office Supplies 1 ,083 77 

Jaaitom Service 4S0 00 

Travelijig Eipenscs, 1,GM 41 

Expert Services, 19,363 81 

Extra Clerical Servicea 1,059 55 

Miacellaneoua, 13 83 

Salaries of employea, other Ilian those fixed by l.iw 18,659 09 

Total *43,491 61 
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Regulations for Inspecting, Testing and Washing Locomotive 
Boilers. 
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OFFICIAL DOCUMENT. 



REGULATIONS FOR INSPECTING, TESTING AND WASH- 
ING LOCOMOTIVE BOILERS. 



GBNEnAI, CONSTRUCTION AND SAFE WORKING PRESSURE. The 
chief mechanical oliicor of pncli railroad compaDy will be held reBspunsible for 
the geoeral design, consiruction and inspection of the locomotive boitera under bla 
control. Tlie safe working pressure for each locomotive boiler shall be fiied by the 
chief mecbanical officer of the company or by n ec)m!)etent mechanicBl engineer under 
hia Hupervision. The safe wotliins pressure must be determined Id accordance wilh 
calculations nf the various parls, after full consideration has been given to the 
general design, norkmanahip and condition of the Imilei'. 



INSPECTION OF INTERIOR OF BOILER, (a) Time of inipcetioa. The in- 
terior of ever; boiler shall be thoroughly inspected before the boiler is put into ser- 
vice, and also whenever s sufficient number o( flues arc removed to allow examin- 

(b) FUiee to be Removed. All flues of boilers in service shall he removed at least 
once ever; three years and a thorough examination shall be made uf the entire in- 
terior of the boiler. After flues are fallen out, the inside of the boiler must have th« 
scale removed and be thoroughly cleaned. 

(c) ilflhoit of Inupctlion. The entire inferior of the boiler must then be examined 
for cracks, pitting and grooving. The edges of plates, all laps, seams and points 
where cracks and defects are likely to develop, or which an cKterior examination 
may have indicated, must be given an especially minute examination. It must be 
seen that braces and stayE are taut, that pins are properly aecnred in place, and 
that each is in unnditiuu to support its proimrtLou of the stress. 

(d) Repaim. Any boiler developing cracks in tlio shell shall be Inken out of ser 
vice at once and thoroughly repaired before it is reporte<l lo be in satisfactory condi' 

(el Lap Joint Seams. Every boiler having tap joint longitudinal seams without 
reinforcing plates shall he examined with special care to detect grooving or cracks at 
the edges of the aeams. 

(f) Ftiiihli: I'iugs. If boilers arc equipped with fusible plugs these shall be removed 
and cleaned of scale at least once every thirty days. Their renewal must be noted 
under "Remarks" on the certifieale of inspection. 

UI. 

INSPECTION OF EXTERIOR OF BOILER, (a) rime of latpection. The 
exterior of every baiter shall be thoroughly inspected whenever the jacket and the 
lagging are removed. 

(b) Logging *o he Removed. The jacket and lagging shall be removed at least 

once every five years and a thorough In8p«ctiou made of the entire exterior of the 

boiler. The Jacket and lagging shall also be removed whenever the Cttate Inspector 

or tailcoad company's inspector considers It deainble or neceaaarr. 

(1901 
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IV. 

TESTING BOILERS. (a> Time of Teating. Evcrj boiler befure b«iiu: |>ut into 
serricF, and ot IrasI uoce every Iwetve moatliB thereafter, aball be subjected to liy- 
droBtic prc^Hiire 25 per cent, above the working steam pressure. 

(b) Removal of Dome Cap, The dome cap and throttle standpipe must be removed 
immediately after the applicalioo of the hydrostatic pressure and tbe interior surface 
aod connections of the twiler examined as tborou^bly aa o<mditions nil! permit. Id 
case the boiler can be entered and thoroughly inspected without removing the throt- 
tle BtKndpipe tbe inspector may make the inspection by removing the dome cap only, 
but any variation from the rule must be noted in tbe certificate uE inapection. 

(c) Wilnfit of Text. When tbe test is btiag made by the railroad company's in- 
spector an authorized representative of the com|inny thoroughly familiar with boiler 
construction must personally witoess the test and thoroughly examine the boiler while 
under hydrostatic pressure. 

(d) Rppairt and Hteam Teti. When all necessary repairs have been completed, the 
boiler shall be fired up and ateuoi pressure raispd to ni>t less than tbe allowed working 
pressure, and carefully eismined. Any defects discovered must be remedied. 

\ 
V. 

STAY BOLT TESTING, (a) Time of Tetting Rigid BolU. All stay bolts should 
be tested at least once every month, and no boiler must he used over three months, 
under any circumstances, unless thorough stay bolt inspection has been made. Stay 
bolts shall also be tested immediately after every hydrostatic test. 

(b) Method of Tenting Rigid Botti, The inspector must tap each bolt from the lire 
box side and determine the broken bolts from the sound or tbe vibration of tbe sheet. 
If stay bolt tests are made when the boiler is filled with water there mast be not less 
than fifty pouods pressun.' on the boiler. Should the boiler not be under pressure the 
test may be made after draining all the water from Che boiler, in which case the 
vibration of the sheet will indicate any unsoundness. Tbe tatter test is preferable. 

(c) Method of Testing Fle^ble Stay Boltt. Alt flexible stay bolts having caps over 
the outer ends shall have the caps removed at least once every sixteen months nnc 
also whenever thv inspector considers the I'emoval desirable in order 1o thoroughly 
inspect the slay bolts. The fire box sheets should l>e examined carefully at least once 
a month to delect any bulging or in<ticnlions of broken stay bolts. 

(d) Broken (flay Bolt». No boiler shall be allowed Co remain in service when there 
ate two adjacent stay bolls broken in any part of the fire box or combualion chamber, 
nor when three or more are broken in a circle four feet in diameter. 

(e) Till Tale Holet. All stay bolts shorter than eight inches, applied after January 
1, 1011, except flexible bolts, shall have tell tale holes in outer end 3-16 inch in 
diameter and not less than 1{ inches deep. These boles must be kept open aC all 
times. All stay bolts shorter than eiglit inches, except flexible bolts, shall be drilled 
when the locomotive is io Ibe shop for heavy repairs or at other suitable opportunily, 
and this work must be completed prior to July 1 , 1912.* 

VI. 

STEAM GAUGES, (a) Location of Oavge. Every boiler shall have at least one 
Bleam gaxige which will correctly indicate the working pressure. Care must be taken 
to locate the gauge so that it will be kepi reasonably cool, particularly in case of 
gauges located on the back bead of boilers. 

•NOTE: AnpUciitlou rrtm «HDiuii]«a dtalrlDf to omit Ibe aae of lollulo bote* will bt eoifc 
stdercd i>h«n It an be ibDwn lo the ntUIaction of tb« CommiuioD tiiat nnonul ean4s'Mit(' 
In lUT-lH" ttutltm, botb u lo lb* tmiiKncT of »«la sad Ibe MlecUoo vt latpeelon. ^-VS'^^ 
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(b) Siphon. Kvery gauge eball liave a aipliuu of ain|)le capdcjty to prevent slenm 
entering the gauge. TLe pipe cotinectluii shall enter the bailer sholl direct, and shall 
br maintameit steam light tietween boiler and gauge. 

(c) Time of Teiiing. Steam gaueea ahoulrl b^ tested at least once every month, and 
no boiler must be us^ over three months under any circunistJDces unless a thorough 
test has been made oE the steam gauge. 

VII. 

SAFETTY \'AI.iVES. <a) Number and ('epai-ity. Kvcry boiler aball be equipped 
with at least two safety valves, the cnpncity of which shall b:' siiflicieni to iivevent, 
under any condition of service, an accumiilatiuu i.f pressure of mure than 5 per cenl. 
above the allowed steam pressure. 

(b) Sitting of Valvce. Safety valves shall be set by the saiige employed upon Ihi- 
boiler, to pop st pressures not exceeding live pounds above the allowed sleam pres- 
Bure, the gauge in all cases to be tested before ihe safety valves are set or any cbauge 
made in the setting. When setting safety valves the water level iu the boiler must Dot 
be above the highest gauge coclc. 

(c) Time of Telling, sifety valves should be tested uniler steam at least once in 
every month, and no boiler may be used over three raou;l:s under auy c 
unices the safety valves have been thoroughly tested. 



r.AUGt: COCKS AND WATEIt CLASS. (a| .Vi.mftrr an,l l.acalha of Gauge 
Cocki. Kvery boiler shall be equipped with u set of three or more gauge cocks. The 
lowest gauge cock shall not be less than Ibre>> inches above the highest part of the 

(hi Wafer OUxai. When water glnESes are tised the lowest t-ending shall not U- les.s 
than three inches alxive the highest part of 'he crown sheet. All water glasses shall 
be supplied with two valves or shut-off cocks, one at the upper and one at (he lower 
eonnecCion to Ibe bolter, and also a drain cock, so constructed and located that they 
can oe easily opened and closed by hand. 

(c) Tine of cleaaiag. The spindles of all gauge cocks and water glass cocks ahall 
be removed and cocks thoroughly cleaned of scale and sediment whenever the boiler 
is washed. 

<d) Water-glat» Shield: All tubular water-glasses must be equipped with n sat- 
isfactory ahietd to prevent the glass from flying in cases of breakage. 

(e) Water-glati Lamp»: All water-glasses must be supplied with a satisfsctoiy 
tamp properly located to enable the engineer to easily aee the water in the glass. 



PLUGS IN FIRE TUBES. No boiler shall remain in sen'ice which has one or 
more fire tubes plugged at both ends of the tube unless (be plugs are aecarelf tj«d 
together by means of a rod not less than 6-8 incbei in diameter. 

X. 

WASHING BOILERS, (a) Time of Wiuhing. All bolters shall be thoroughly 
washed as often as the water condltloiiR require, but not less frequently than once 
In thirty days. All boilen shall be considered as having been iu continuous service 
between washouts unless the date* of the days that the boiler was out of Mrvlce 
are properly certified on washout reports and the certificate of ioapectlon. 
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(b) Pluffi to Be Removed. When boilers are wusbeil all waabout, arch and water 
bar plugs mast be remoTMl. 

(c) Water Tubes, Special attention must be given the arcb and water tubes to aee 
that they are free from Bcale and sediment. 

(d) Offce Record. An aecurate record of all locomotive boiler washouts sball 
be kept in the office of the railroad coropaoy. The EoituwinB intormation must be 
entered on the day that the boiler is waahed. 

(1) Number o( locomotive ; 

(2) Date of washout ; 

(8) Dates of days on which the boiler wan out of service since the last previous 
washout ; \ 

(4) S'tatement that boiler was waihed; 

(5) Signature of the boiler washer or iuBpector; 

(6) Statement that spittdles of gauge cocks and walet gliiBs corks were removed 
and cocks cleaned ; 

<7) Signature of the boiler Inspector or the employee who removed the spindles 
and cleaned the cocks. 

XI. 

STEIAM LEAKS, (ft) Leak» under Lagging. If a serious leak develops under the 
lagging an eiamination must be made and the leplt located. If the leak is found to 
be due to a crack in the shell or to any other defect which may reduce safety, the 
boiler must be taken out of service at once and thoroughly repaired before it is re- 
ported to be In satiafactory condition. 

(b) Leaki in Front of Engineer, All steam valves, cocks and joints, studs, bolts 
and seams shall be kept in such repair (hat they will not at nuy lime emit steam in 
front of the engineer, so as to obscure bis vision. 

XII. 

FILING OF REPORTS, (n) Specification Card. A specification card contain- 
ing the results ot the calculations made iu determining the working pressure and 
other necessary data, shall be filed in the office of the Pennsylvania State Railroad 
Commission for each locomotive boiler. A copy shall also be filed in the office of 
the chief mechanical officer having charge of the locomotive. Every speciScation 
card Rhall be verified by the oath of the engineer making the calculations, and shall 
be approved by the chief mechanical officer. 

For boilers in service prior to January 1, 1911, these specification cards shall be 
filed as promptly as thorough eiamination and accurate calatlation will permit 
Wliere accurate drawings of boilers are available, the data for spedGcation card, 
may be takon from the drawings and such BpeclGcatioD cards must be completed and 
forwarded prior to September 1, 1911. 

Where accurate drawiugs are not available, the required data must be obtained 
at the first opportunity when general repairs are made, or when flues are removed. 
. The specification cards must be forwarded within oue month after eiamination has 
been made and all examinations must be completed and specification cards filed prior 
to January 1, 1013, flues being remoTed. if necessary, to enable the eiamination 
to be made before this date. 

For each locomotive holler put in serf Ice after January 1,*1S11, a apeciflcadon 
catd, co&tatning the required Information must be filed within ten days after the 
boiler is pnt In MrHce. 

(b) Report of AUBraHon$: A report of altermtlbos mast be filed wbeuerer tltersr 
tlona an made affecting the strength of the bc^ler. 1%1b report must also be filed 
whenever new shell sheets or patches on the shell ere applied. Also whenever the 
ntintor of fine*, number or slie of safety vtUvef, or the looatlDQ ^ water-flMi oi 
tange cocks are changed. 
18-^27—1910 
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Whenever changes are made in the loneiCuilinal HeaitiB a detail drawiuK should be 
attacbed to thii report. It is not necessary to file this report when cepBira nre 
made to the Grahox or flueB only, 

ThlB report must be filed within ten days after the nltcrations are coraplet'id. 

Whenever a boiler is removed from s ioconiolive a rei>ort must be hied sliowing 
what disposition is made of the boiler. 

(e) Certificate of Innpection. Not less than once in three nioniliij and within ten 
days after each inspection, a Cprtificnti- of Inappction, ahall lie filed with the I'enn- 
Bylvania State Railroad Commission, for each Inccii^otiie boiler used by a railroad 
company, ood a copy ehall be filed in the office of the chief officer having charge of 
the loeomolivi'. A copy shall also be placed under glass in a conspiciicius place in 
the cab of (he locomotive licfure the boiler int^pivted \% put into service. Each cer- 
tificate shall Kive the number and the condition of the boiler inxpei-tcd, the date of 
the inspection and other required details, and each certificate Khali he verified by the 
oath of the inspector. 

<d) Revorting Waahoutt. The railroad company's inapeclor shall examine the 
record of boiler washoats on file in the lompaoy'-s office not less frequently than once 
every three loonths, and if he is satiBfied of iLs accuracy lie shall enter the dates of 
every washout made during the precedioR three months on the Certificate of Inspec- 
tion. The inspector must not accept records of boiler washouts imless they conform 
to the requirements of section X. 

(e) Withdrawal Notice: When a certificate of inspection is due and the boiler ia 
not inapecti<d, the same must be taken out nf service and a withdrawal notice aigned 
by the official responsible for the operation of the locomotive miisl be filed within 
ten days after the expiration of the certificate of inspection. 

XIII. 

RXTFINSION OF TIAfE. In the case of a boiler not in continuous service, and 
where satiafaclory proof of this is made, an extension of timE" may be granted for 
the removal of flues and lasging. removal cf caps from flexible stay-bolts for itiving 
hydrostatic testa, for waahinp the boiler and cleauinj the water-glass anil gautre- 
eocka. The said extension of time is not to exceed the number of days the boiler is 



XIV. 

COPIES OF EEGTJIATI0N8, The chief mechanical officer of each railroad 
company shall beep each inspector of locomotive boilera under his supervision supplied 
with a copy of these regulations. Copies can he obtained upon application to the 
fe'ecretary of the Pennsylvania State Railroad Commission, Harriaburg, I'a. 

XV. 

GENERAT. PROVISIONS CONCERNING INSPECTION, (a) Railroad Com- 
pany to Cause Inipertiom to be Made. It shall be the duty of every railroad coi^ 
poratton operating by steam power, within the State of Pennsylvania, uid of Its 
directors, managers (r superintendents to can^e thorough inspections, as specified 
Id th«M regalatlons, to be made of (be boilers and their appurtenances of all the 
steam locomotives which shall be used or permitted to be used by such corporatioD, 
or corporations, on said railroads. 

(b) Itupeclori, Said inspections shall be made under the direction and superin- 
tendence of said corporntions, or (he directors, manogerB or superinlendenta thereof, 
by peraona of suitable qualifications and attainments (o perform the services required 
of inspectora of boilers, and who from their knowledge of the constniction and uK 
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of boilers and the BppurteoBncps (herewilh ccntipctptl. are able to form a reliable 
opinion of Ihp atrensth, form, workmansbip and siiitabiraesH of boilei'a, to b« em- 
ployed without hnznrd of lite, from iraperfpctions in material, workmanahip or ar- 
raugpinenl of any part of such boiler and appiinrllHiiCPS. 

(c) BoiU-r Rfquircmcnta, All Bucli builprs bu ii»>d Kbnil roinply with Cbe followiog 
requiri'ioenla; Tho boiient must be mndi' of ;>:oud and snitnblc materials; the open- 
ings for the passage of water and steam reHpectively , and all pipes and lubes exposed 
to beat shall be of proper dimenaiooB : the nafety valves, water glass, gauge cocks and 
Hteam gauges, shall br of such conatruction , condition and arranxemeDt that the aame 
ma; be safely employed in (he active iii'rvid' of ttbe railroad corporation without peril 
to life ; and each inapector shall satisfy bimselt by thorough eiamioatioD that said 
re<iuirementB have been fully eompliecl with. -Vo boiler nor any connection therewith 
Khali be approved »~liicb ia unsafe in its funn. or dauKi-ruuH from defects, workman- 
ship, or othi'r cause. 
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APPENDIX "I." 



Draft of a Proposed Act Relative to Trespassing on the Private 
Rights-of-way of Steam and Electric Railways. 
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DRAFT OF A PROPOSED ACT RELATIVE TO TRESPAS- 
SING ON THE PRIVATE RIGHTS-OF-WAY OF 
STEAM AND ELECTRIC RAILWAYS. 



Making treBpassiug od the tracka or roadbed of any railroad, street ratlway, or 
electric railway, other than on a public rnad ur Htreet, a miademeanoT and 
providing for Ihe arrest, coDviction und imiiishment of xucli oSendeis. 

Section I. Be it enacled by the Senate and House of Repreaentatlves of the 
Commonwealth of PcnnBylvania , in General Assembly net, and it is hereby 
enacted b; the authority of the same. That on and after the paaaaee of Cbis 
act any person trespassing on Ibe tracks or roadbed of any railroad, street 
railway, or electric railway, tilher than on a public road or street, shall be 
guilty of a niisdemeanor and upon conviction thereof before any alderman, magia- 
Irate, or justice of tbe peace, shall be sentenced to pay the cosU and a fine of not 
more than five dollars ($5.00), or be committed to the county jail for a period not 
exceeding ten (10) days. 

Section 2. Any conslable or police officer having knowledge or being notified 
of any violation of this act shall forthwith arrest such offender and take him before 
any alderman, magistrate, or justice of the peace of the city, borough or county, 
or any such alderman, roagistraie. or justice of the peace shall, upon information 
made, issue a warrant or capias for tbe arrest of such offender, ond in either case 
the alderman, magistrate or justice of the peace shall, upon tbe person diail^ 
being brought before him. forthwith proceed to hear and determine tbe case. 



„Google 



APPENDIX "J." 



Draft of a proposed act relative to the regulation of Grade Crossings 
of Highways by Railroads and Street Railways. 
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DRAFT OF A PROPOSED ACT RELATIVE TO THE REGU- 
LATIONS OF GRADE CROSSINGS OF HIGHWAYS 
RAILROADS AND STREET RAILWAYS. 



AN ACT. 

Tu ami^iid a part of Section 14 of an act approvpd May Slat, 11KI7, cntitlwl "An 
set to pmvide for the appoinlmcnt of a Railroad CommisaioD, etc.," bo bb 
to give Baid Commission the p<)«fr to recommend wlmt safety appliances and 
regulations Bboiild be adopted at grade crosBiPKS of public roada and streets, 
except in cities of llie first and second Masses, by railroadB, stPeel railways, 
electric railways or other common carriers where such grade crossing already 
exist or may hercnfler he conut moled wKhoiit tbe recommendation of said 
Commission, or withont any order of Court, prcscrihlog what safely appliancea 
and regulations sliould be inniotained. 

SectioD 1. Be it enacted by tlie Senate and House of Representatives of the 
Co mraoD wealth of Fennsylvariia, in General .^Uaembly met, and it la hereby enacted 
by the authority of the same. That the part of section 14 of the act approved May 
Slst. 1907, entitled "An act to provide for the appointment of a Railroad Commis- 
aioD, etc.," which reads ae follows; "The Commission shall have power to recom- 
meod tbe manner, under existing laws, in which one railroad, street railway, 
' electric railH-ny. or other common carrier may cross another railroad, street rail- 
way, or electric railway at srade, or above ur below Rrade, and what safely appli- 
ances and regulations should be adopted at such crossings, or at existing grade crosa- 
ings of railroads, street railways, electric railways, or other common carriers, with 
other railrods, street railways, and electric railways, for tbe protection of the public 
and the prevention of accidents." be and (he same is hereby amended to read as 
tollowa: 

The Commission shall have power to recommend the manner, under eiistini^ 
laws, in which one railroad, street railway, electric railway, or other common 
carrier, may cross another railroad, street railway or electric railway at grade, 
or above or below grade, and what safety appliancps and regulationa should be 
adopted for the protection of the public and the prevention ot accidents at such 
crossings, or at grade crossings now existing, or that may hereafter be con- 
structed without the recommendation of the Commisition . or tbe order ot a Court 
prescribing such appliances and reflations, of railroads, street railways, electric 
railways, or other common carriers, with other railroads, street railways and 
Is. except in cities ot the first 
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Act of May 31, 1907, Creating the Pennsylvania Sute RaUroad 
Commission. 
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ACT OF MAY 31, 1907, CREATING THE PENNSYLVANIA 
STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. 



AN ACT. 

To pTOTide for the appointmeDt of a Railroad CommlRston ; preacriMog the membei- 
ship of aaid GommiBSion, the manneT sod term of the appointmeDt of ita mem- 
bera; definin; their powera and duties with reference to commoa carrier*, and In 
relation to mabiDg recommendaCions to the Attorney General and Secretaij of 
Interoal Affairs concerning the regulation, control, and management of comnop 
carriers within the Commonwealth ; defining what the term "common carrier 
aball include ; providing for the appointment of subordinate officera and the ein- 
ployment of eipert and clerical employes by said Commission ; Biing the salaries 
of the membere of said Commission and its subordinate oiEcers ; providing for the 
compensation of its employes: limiting the annual exiiense of said Gommisaion; 
and making an appropriation for the payment thereof. 

Section 1. Be it enacted, &c.. That a Commission is hereby created, to be known 
as the Pennsylvania State Railroad Commiasifln. which shall be composed of three 
competent persons, appointed by the Governor, by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate, at least one of whom shall be learned in the law. The Commis- 
■ioners first appointed under this act shall continue in office for the term of three, 
four, and five years, respectively, as desiRneted by the Governor in making said 
appotntemnts, from the first Monday of January, Anno Domini one thousand nine 
hundred and eight, and until their respective successors shall have been appointed 
and shall have qualified : but their succeiisors shall be appointed for the term of 
five years ; and when a vacancy shall occur in the office of an; Commissioner, a 
Commissioner shall, in like manner, be appointed for the residue of the term. If 
the Senate shall not be in session when this act is approved or a vacancy occurs, 
the Governor shall appoint the original CommiEsion , or, in case of a vacancy ap- 
point a commissioner to fill such vacancy subject to the approval of the Sen- 
ate when convened. No vacancy in the Commission shall impair the right of the 
remaining Commissioners to exercise all the rights of the Commission. The Gover- 
nor shall designate one of the mcmhers of said Commission as chairman thereof, 
who, when present, shall preside at all meetings, and in his absence the member 
whose term will first ex^pire shall preside. 

Section 2. The Commission shall have a secretary, an attorney, and a mar- 
shal, who shall be appointed by it, subject to the approval of the Governor, and 
serve during its pleasure. The secretary shall keep a full and faithful record of 
the proceedings of the Commission, and be the custodian of its records, and file 
and preserve at its general office all books, maps, documents, and papers entrusted 
to its care, and be responsible to the Commission for the same. Under the direc- 
tion of the Commission, he shall bo its chief executive ofiicer; shsll have general 
charge of its general office, superintend its clericnl business, conduct its corres- 
pondence, be the medium of its decisions, recommendations, and requests, prepare 
for service such papers and notices as maj be required of him by the Cjommission, 
and perform such other duties as the Commission may prescribe ; and he shall 
have power to administer oaths in all cases pertaining to the duties of his office. 
He shall have the power to designate, from time to time, one of the clerks appointed 
by the ('rimmis.Hion, to act as assistant soi-rctary difrina his absence from the 
county of Diluphin. and the cleric so appointed, for (he time designated, shall, 
within (he county of Dauphin only, possess the powers conferred by this section 
upon the secretary of the Commission. 

(M2) 
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The attorney shall aitcnd the hearinKa of the CominissioD , conduct the exami- 
Dation of witnesiea wb^D requested to do so by the CumcaiBaiDn , assist the Altorne; 
Geaer&l in all aclioas brought by him iacidenMl to the Tecommeodations and nil- 
InSB of the CommiBsinn , and perform such other duties as may be required of him 
by the CommiBsion. 

The marshal shall attend the hearings of the Commission, serve such papers as 
the CoromisaioD may direct, and perform such other duties as may be required by 
the CommiBsion. 

Section 3. The Commissioa may also, as occasion may require, appoint, to 
serve during its pleasure, the lollowini officers, or any of them: An aci.'ountant, 
who shall be-tboroughly skilled iu railroad nccoiinting, and who shall, under the 
direction of the Commission, make cxainioatiuns of the books and accounts'of com- 
mon carriers, supervise the quarterly and anuuni I'eports made by them to the Com- 
mlasioD and perform such other dutiea ax the <^umlBsioD may preacribe; an in- 
spector, who shall be B civil engineer, ahilled in railroad aSatis; also an iospect'jr, 
who shall be an expert in electrical affairs; each of whom shall make such inspec- 
tion of railroads and other matters relalinK thereto as directed by the CommtBsion, 
and report to it. The Commission may also employ such additional clerical fui-cr 
as may be necessary for the trans-iction of its business, and such engineers, ac- 
countants, and other experts, whoso servicps they may deem to be of temporary 
importance in conducting an invesigatton authorized by law, as said ComuiiudioD 
may deem neccesaary. 

Section 4. Each Commissioner and every person appointed to office by the 
Commission shall, before enteriuft upon the duties of his office, take aud subscribe 
the const! (utiooal oath of office, Xo person aball be appointed a member of the Colu- 
mission, or hold any office, place or position iiodcr it, who occupies any official 
relation to any common carrier, doins business in the State of Pennsylvania or 
elsewhere, or owns stocks or bonds therein, or who is in any manner pecuniarily 
interested therein, directly or indirectly: nor shall any member officer, or employe 
of the Commission, either personally or through a partner or agent, reader any 
professional services for or against any comuion carrier subject to the provisions -if 
this act, except as herein provided. 

S'ection 5. The principal office of the Commission shall be in the city of liarris- 
burg, in rooms designated by the Board of Public tiruunda and Buildings; and 
the Commission, or a quorum thereof, shall meet in Harrisbnrg as often as ihall 
be requisite for the performance of its duties. 

The Commission shall have an official seal, to be prepared by the Secretary of 
Ibe Commonwealth; and its offices, upon the requisition of the secretary of the 
said Commission, shall lie supplied with the necessary stationery, office-furniture, 
and supplies by the Board of Public Grounds and Buildings : and provision for 
the necessary funds for the same shall be made as an item in the Board of Public 
Grounds and Buildings fund in the general appropriation bill : and said Comrais- 
sioQ shall have prepared for it, by the SuperinteDdeul of Public Printing and Bind- 
ing, the necessary books, maps, printing, and stationery fur the discharge of 111 
duties, which shall be furnished upon the requisition of its secretary. 

The Commission may conduct its proceedings in such manner as will b^t conduce 
to the proper dispatch of business and to the ends of justice. A majorily of the 
Commission shall constitute a quorum tor the transaction of business ; but no Com- 
missioner shall participate in any hearing or proceedings in which he has any 
pecuniary interest. Said Commission may, from time to time, make or amend 
such general rules or orders as it may determine for the orderly regulation of pro- 
ceedings before it. including forms of notices and the service thereof. Any party 
may appear before said Commission, and be heard in person or by attorney. Every 
vote and offidsl act of the CommiMioo shall be entered of record, and in pn»- 
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ceedlngs ihaU be public upon tlie rrquest of either party interested. All eiamliia- 
tioQS or Investisataona made by the CommlBBion may be held and taken b; and 
before aDr of tbe Conuniwionera, by order of the CommisaiOD , and the proceedloRB, 
tecmmendatioDS . and deciBions of auch aingle CummisBioner shall be deemed to be 
the proceediDKa, recomntendationa, and decisions of the Coromiaaion when approved 
and confirmed by it. 

Section 0. The term "common carrier," as used in this act, shall apply to all 
corpoiatioDB, or any person or peraons, within Ihe State, engaged in the trans- 
portatioD of freight or passengera by meana of railroads or by nater, or partly 
by rajlored and partly by water, including electric railway companies, street rail- 
way companies, elevated railway companies, underground, elevated, or subway 
passenger railway rompaniea, bridges and ferries, when used in connection with 
the trans porta [ion of freight or paaaengera upon any sucb railroad or railway; 
pipe-line companies engaged in the transportation of oil, either by means of pipe- 
lines, or by water, or partly by meana of pipe-lines and partly by means of rail- 
roads or railways, or partly by meuns of pii>e-line9 and partly by means of water; 
sleeping and drawing-room car companies engaged in iransporting passengers upon 
any sucb railroad ; express compnnips engatied in transporting property upon any 
■uch railroad, eleclric railway, aCreet railway, or by water; and telegraph or 
telephone companies. 

Section 7. The Commission shall have power to administer oathe in all matters 
in relation to tta duties, so far as necessary to enable it to discharge sucb duties. 
It shall have full power and autborily to inquire into the management of the busi- 
ness of all common carriers, including freight and passenger rales and taritEs, the 
equitable distribution of cats, the granling of sidings and regulation of croaalngs, 
ibe location of freight and passenger stations, the adequacy of facilities for thp. 
carriage and transportation of freight and passengers, the use and compensation 
for care owned or controlled by persons other than the carrier, and, generally, 
all matters incident to the performance of (heir public duties, and their compli- 
ance with the ptorisions of their charters and tbe laws of the land. 

Section 8. Any person, firm, corporation, or any mercantile, agricultural, or 
manufacturing aocieiy, or any body politic or municipal organisation, complain- 
ing of any tbiug done or omitted to be done by any common carrier subject to the 
prorialons of this act. In violation of law or of any decision, regulation or recom- 
mendation of the CoQUnission, may apply to the Commission by petition, wbicb 
shall briefly state the facts ; whereupon a statement of the charges thus maite 
shall be forwarded by tbe Commission to snch common carrier, who i^all be called 
upon to satisfy the complaint, or to answer tbe same, in reasonable time, to be 
specified by the Commission. If such common earner, within the time spedfied, 
shall make reparation for the injury alleged to have been done, said carrier shall 
be relieved of liability to the complainant, only for the specific violation of law com- 
plained of. If such common carrier shall not satisfy the complaint, within the 
time spi'oified, nni) tliiri' shall appear to be any reasonablr ground for investigating 
said complaint, it sliall be Ihe duty of (be Commission to investigate the matters 
complained of, in such manner and by such means as it shall deem proper. Said 
Commission may institute any inquiry of its own motion, in the same manner 
and to the same effect sB though complaint had been made. No complaint shall, 
at any time, be dismissed because of the absence of direct damage to the complain- 
ant. The Commiasion is autboriied and empowered, and it shall he ita duty, 
whenever, after full bearing upon a complaint as aforesaid, il shall be of the 
opinion that any of the rates or charges whatsoever, demanded, charged or col- 
lected by any common carrier or carriem snbjecl to tbe provisions of tbis act 
are unjust or unreasonable, or unjustly dlBCilminatory or unduly preferential or 
prejudicial, or otherwise in violation of any proviaioD of Uw, or that any nfn- 
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IntioQ or practici! in respect to transports tioa is imj;ist, unfair, or unreasonable, 
and in violation of law, to <lpcicle and re™mmenJ wliat will be the just and rea- 
sonable rate or mtts, ehanre or cliarKPS to be therentter observed in such case 
aa the maiimnm to be charged, and wliat regulation or practice in respect to trana- 
portation \e juat, lair, and reasoniible, to be thereafter fulliiwed. 

Section 9. It the owner of property transported by eommon carriers subject to 
the provisions of this act, direetly or indirectly renders any service connected with 
such iransportatiOD , or furnishes any instrutnentality used therein the charge 
and allowance lliercfor shall not iie more llinn is just and re:i8iinablB, aud the 
Connniaaion may, after hearing on « Cumpliunt, determine what is a reasonable 
charge aa the masimum to be paid by the carrier or carriers for the services so ren- 
dered or for the instrumentality ao furnished. 

Section 10. The Commissioners, or any o£ them, in the performance of their 
official duties, or any persan in the uGfic: of said Commisaion and specially dele- 
gated by the Commission Eur that purpose, may enter and remain during business 
hours in, the cars, offices, and depols, and up^n the railroads, of any common 
carrier, within the State or doing business therein, and may examine the books 
and affairs of any such (omnlon carrier; and in all proceedin^a before the Com- 
mission, under a complaint duly Hied, the Commission shall have power to require, 
by subpoena, the attendance and the testimony of the witnesses, and the production 
of all bcofcs, papers, tariffs, contrnots. aKreemi^nts, and documents relating to 
any matter embraced within said compiainl. 

And in case of disobedience lo a subpoena, the CommisHion, or any party to a 
proceeding before the Cnmmission may invoke the aid of a court of common 
pleas, within whose jurisdiction the complaint is carried on, in requiring the 
attendance and testimony of witnesses, and the production of books, papers, and 
documents, under the proviaiona of this section. 

Any of (he common pleas courts of this Stutp, nithin whose jurisdiction such 
hearing or complaint is being carried on, may in case of contumacy or refusal 
to obey a subpoena, issue to any common carrier siibjeci to the provisions of this 
act, or other persons, an order rcquirins such common carrier or other person to 
appear before said Commission, — and produce books and papers, if so ordered, — nnd 
give evidence touching the tnatter in iiuf^Iiun ; and any failure to obey such order 
of the court may be punished by said court as contempt therei>f. 

The claim that any such testimony or evidi'ncc, documentary or otherwise, may 
tend to criminate the witness givini such evidence, or subject him to a penally of 
forfeiture, ahall not excuse such witness fmm testifying; but no person shall be 
prosecuted, or subjected to any penalty or forfeiture, for or on account of any 
tratisaction, matter, or thing concerning which he may testify or pro<fiice evidence, 
documentary or otherwise, before said Ciimmisaion. or in obedience to ita sub- 
poena or the subpoena of the said court: Provided, That no person testifying 
ahall be. exempt from prosecution and punishment for perjury in so testifying. If 
such peraon be an officer or director of a common carrier subject to the provisions 
of this act, being a party to the proceediniis befnre Ibe Commission, or if any 
person, being an officer or director of such commiin carrier, shall absent himself 
from the jurisdiction of the State, or conceal himself, for the purpose of avoiding 
service of such subpoena, he shall be adjudged guilty of contempt: and the said 
court of common plens may impose a fine, not less than one hunilred dollars for 
each day during the continuance of such refusal or neglect; and if the snid court 
shall find that the neglect or refusal of such witness is occasioned by the advice or 
consent of such common carrier, in default of payment of said fine the same shall 
be collected from said common carrier, by an action in the said court of common 
pleaa in any county in the State, as other like fines and penalties are now re- 
covered by law. Imprisonment for contempt shall be by commitment to the county 
jail of the county in which aiudi hMiinf to held. 
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Sectian 11. Tbe CommiBsion may also take testimony u|>od, and bave a heating 
for and against, any proposed change of law relating to common carriers, or of 
the general railroad law, if requested to do so b; tbe Secretatr of Internal Affairs, 
tbe Ijegislature , or by the Committee on Railioadi of tbe Senate or House of 
Representatives, or by tbe Governor; and may lake such testimony, and bave such 
a bearing, when requested by any of said common carriers, corporation, or person 
interested; and shall recommend and draft such bills as will, in its judgment, 
protect the interests of the public in connection with common carriers. 

Section 12. The Commission may require every common carrier, subject to its 
Jurisdiction, to Sle with it a copy of its annual reports, as filed with the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission of the Uniled States ; and as to ail common carriers 
subject to this act, and not subject to the Interstate Commerce Commission, may 
require that such common cariera file annual reports in the form prescribed by tbe 
Commission. 

Section 13. The Commission shall investigate the cause of any accident on tbe 
lines or pruprrty of any cumuiun carrier, resulting in loss of life or injury *o 
peraons, williin thirty days of the bappenlnR of said accident, when, in their 
judgment said accident shall require iDveatiRation ; and shall advise said common 
carrier of the renult of said invpstigation. wilhin sixty days from the happening 
of said accident, and Rbatl include the result n( said iovesiigalion in their reports. 
Before making any such ei^aminalion or iavcsiigation, uadiT ibis section, reason- 
able notice shall be given 10 tbe corporation. pen<nii. or persDns, conducting and 
managing such common carrier, of the time and pince of commencing the same. 
The general superintendent or manlier of every common carrier shall inform the 
Commission of any such accident immediately after its 

If tbe examination of the books and affaire ( 
In its employ, shall be necessary in the course of any liearing on complaint, as 
hereinbefore provided, or eiaminatiou or investigation into its affairs, tbe Com- 
mission, or a member thereof designated by it. shall sit for such purpose, in the 
city or town of this State where the principal business office of such common carrier 
is situated, if requested so to do by the couiTnon carrier: but the Commission may 
require copies of books and papers, or ahsinicts thereof, to be sent to it to any 
part of the State, Tbe Commission may issue commissions to take the testimony 
of absent, infirm, or waygoing witnesses, according to the rules of the courts of 
equity. 

Section 14. The Commission shall have power to recommend the manner, under 
existing laws, in which one railroad, street railway, electric railway, or other 
common carrier, mny cross anoilier railroad, street railway, or electric railway, 
at grade, or above or below gfade, and what safety appliances and regulations 
should be adopted at sucb crossings, or at existing grade-crossings of railroads, 
street railways, electric railways, or other common carriers, with other railroads. 
street railways, and electric railways, for the protection of the public .and the 
prevention of accidents. 

Tbe Commission shall also have power to recommend the form in which schedules 
or tariffs of rates, fares, charges, and distribution of cars shall be posted ojid 
published, and make such change or chant;es therein, from time to time, ns shall 
be found expedient. 

Section lit. If it shall appear to tbe Commiasion thai any common carrier, rab- 
jecl to tbe provisions of this act. has violated any provision of law, or neglected j 
in any respect to comply with the terms of its charter, or unjustly discriminates 
in its chnrgi's for services, or usurps any authority not granted by law. it shall give 
notice, in writing, thereof lo tbe said common carrier; and. If the violation. 
neglect, or refusal is continued after such notice, the Commission shall forthwith 
certify the matter to tbe Attorney General of tbe Commonwealtb , for sucb Action 
according to law oa the public interests may require. 
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Section 16. Every recommeadBtion , decliioo, or nilitiK of the ConiiiiiBsioD ^all 
be forthwith forwarded, b; mail, to the president, secretary, or other chief officer, 
of the common carrier affected thereby, at his usual place of busiaesB, and a copy 
thereof anil the registered mail-receipt shall he prima facie evidence of the receipt 
of said recommendation, decision, or ruling by the person to whom addressed, in 
due course of mail. 

The Commission is autborized to modify its rec-ommendations , decisions, or 
rulines, upon such notice and in such manner as it shaU deem proper. It ahAll 
be the duty of said common carrier, within thirty days from the receipt of notice 
of the mailing of any recommendation, decision, or ruling, to notify the Commission 
□f its intention lo comply or to refuse to comply therewith. 

Section 17. If, after an eKamination of the same, it sliall appear to the Com- 
mission that any of Ihe rates or charges established or demanded by any common 
carrier arc excessive and unreasouable; or that repairs, additions, alterations, or 
changes in or upon any property of a common carrier, subject to the provisions of 
this act, and used by it as such are necessary; ur that any additional stations are 
necessary; or additional (rain-scrvici- ti> any siation; or that nay addition to the 
rolling-stock, or any addition to ur change uf a station or station-houses, are 
necessary ; or that additional terminal facilities should be afforded ; or that any 
change of the rates of fare for transporting frei^t or passeagera, or in the mode of 
operating the road, or conducting its business, are reasonable and expedient, in 
order to promote the security, convenience, and accommodation of the public, — 
the Commission shall give notice thereof, and information in writing, to the com- 
mon carrier, of the improvement and changes which said Commission deem proper, 
and shall give such common carrier ao opportunity for a full hearing in relation 
thereto; and if the common carrier refuses or neglects to make such repairs, im- 
provements, or changes within a reasonable time after such information and 
I hearing, or fails tn satisfy the Commission (hat no action is required to be taken 
by it, the Commission shall certify to the Secretary of Internal Affairs and tlie 
\ Attorney General of the Curamonwealtb the facts relating thereto, for their action 
I according to law, as the public inter««ts may require, and report the same in 
detail in its next succeeding report to the Governor. 

The Commission may, whenever in its opinion the public interests require, in 
couneclion with any proposed increase in the capital stock, bonds, or other fixed 
indebtedness of any common carrier subject to the provisions of this act, employ 
competent experts to invealigate the character, cost, and valuation of tlie property 
of such common carrier, and the necessity for the proposed increase of capital or 
indebledness, and shall report to Ihe Secretary of Internal Affairs of the Com- 
monwealth the I'esult uf such investigation, fur his consideration and action. 

Section 18. No examination, request, or advice of tlie Commission, nor any 
investJgatiun or report made by it, shall impair in any manner or d^ree the legal 
rights, duties, or obligations of any common carrier, or its legal liabilities for the 
consequences of its act, or of the neglect or mismanagement of any of its agenti 
or employes. 

Section 19. Every common carrier subject to the provisions of this act shall, 
on request, furnish the Commissiun any necessary information required by said 
Commission concerning the rates of freight, for transporting freight and passengers 
upon (.s road and other roads with which its business is connected, and the 
condition, management, and operation of its road, and shall, 'on request, furnish 
to the Commission copies of all contracts and agreements, leases, or other en- 
gagements entered into by it with any person or corporation. Tlie Commissionera 
shall not give publicity to such information, contracts, agreements, leases, or 
other engagements, if, in their judgment, the public interest do not require it, ot 

1* e 
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the welfare and prosperity of tlie common cariers of tlie State might be thereby 
aSected. The enu me ration of poweis. as herein set forth, shall not exclude any 
power which the ComiuixsioD would otherwise have under the provisions ot this act- 
Section 30. All BubpoenOH shall be issued by the aecretarj, when directed by the 
Commission or by any two mtimbers thereof, and may hv served by any person of 
full age, authorized by the Gommiasion to serve tbe same. The fees of witnesses 
l>efore tbe CommiHsiun shall be two dullai^ for each day's attendance and live cents 
for every mile of (rnvel, by tbe n^'arest Krne rally- 1 raveled route, in going lo and 
returning from tbe place where the attendance of the witness ia required. The 
fees for service of s lUpocuiis shall be the same as those allowed sheriffs for similar 
services, and such fees, and the fees and mileage of witnesses, shall be audited 
by the Auditor General, a4d paid by the State Treasurer on a certificate of tbe 
secretary of (be Commission, out of moneys appropriated for such purposes. 

The Commission stiall charge and collect tbe following fees: For copies of papers 
and records, not required to t>e certified or otherwise authenticated by tbe Com- 
mission, ten cents for each folio of one hundred words; for certified copies of 
official documents filed in its office, fifteen cents for each folio, and one dollar for 
every certificate, under seal, affixed therelo; for ea':h certified copy of tbe quarterly 
report made by a railroad corporation to the Commission, fifty cents; for each 
certified copy of evidence and for proceedings before the Board, fifteen cents for 
each folio. No fees shall be charged or collected for copies of papers, records, or 
official documents furnished to public officers for use in their official capacity, ot 
for the annual reports of the Commission in the ordinary course of distribution. 
All fees charged and collected by the Commission shall be paid, as received, to 
the State Treasurer, for the use of tbe tjommonwoaitb , accompanied by a detailed 
statements thereof, a copy of which shall be filed wiih the Auditor General. 

Section 21, Tbe Commission shall make an Annual Report, on or t>efore the 
second Monday of January in eacb year, to tbe Governor, and a duplicate thereof 
shall be filed with the Secretary of Internal Alfairs, which shall contain: 

First. — A record of their meetings, aud an at>stract of their proceedings during tbe 
preceding year. 

Second.— ^The result of any examination or investigation made by them. 

Tbird.^ — Sucb statements, facts, and explanations as wit) disclose the actual 
workings and operations of common carriers in their relations to tbe business 
and prosperity of the State ; and such suggi-stions aa to tbe general policy of the 
State, or (be amendment ot its laws, or the condition, affairs, or conduct of 
any common carrier, as may seem to them appropriate. 

Fourth. — Drafts of ail bills suggested or recommended by them and the reasons 
therefor. 

Fifth. — Such tables and abstracts of all the reports of all tbe common carriers 
as they may deem e;fpedienl. 

Sixth. — A statement in detail of the traveling expenses and disbursements of the 
Commissioners, their clerks, marshal, and experts. 

Two thousand five hundred copirs of [he Keport, with the reports of the com- 
mon tairriers of tlie State, shall be printecTas a public document of the State, hound 
in cloth, for tbe use of the Commissioners, and to be distributed by tbem, in their 
discretion, to the officers of the common carriers and other persons interested therein. 

Copies of all offiiAal documenls, filed or deposited according to law in tbe office 
of the Commission, shall be evidence in like manner as the original. 

Section 22. Tbe Commission shall certify each of its decisions, rulings, and 
recommenudallons to the Secretary of internal ASairs of tbe Commonwealth and 
tbe Attorney General, for tneir consideration and action according to law, as tht 
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pablic Intereate may require. Copiea of said deciaions, rulinga, and recommenda- 
tlona shall be famished to the complainant a,iid the common carrier or cariiera 
affected thereby. 

NoCbins in the act shall be construed to impair the iiower aad authority of the 
Secretary of Interaal Affairs, in tlie exercise of the general supervision over rail- 
roads, canals, and other transportation oompanies, vested Ln bim by the Constitu- 
tion and laws of this Commanwealth. 

Section 23. The annual salary of eacb Commissioner shall be eight thousand 
dollars; of the secretary, four thousand dollara ; of tuc attorney, four thousand 
dollars, of the marshal, twenty-five hundred dollars; and the compensation of the 
accountant and ot the inspector, and of such other employes as the Commission 
may from time to time employ, shall be such sums as the Commission may fix. 
In the discharge of their otficiai duties, the Commissioners shall have reimbursed 
to them the necessary and acutal traveling expenses and disbursements of them- 
selves, [heir officers, clerks, and experts. All salaries and itisbursemeiits, when 
properly certified by the secretary of Che Commission, shall be audited and allowed 
by the Auditor Genera], who sbull draw his warrant therefor upon the State 
Treasurer, to be paid out of moneys appropriated for such purposes. 

SectloD 21. The total annual expense of the Commission in carrying into 
effect the provisions of this act shall not exceed one hundred thousand dollars; 
and the sum of one hundred and fifty thousand dollars, or bo much thereof us 
may be necessary, is hereby specifically appropriated for the payment of said eX' 
penses for tlie fiscal years ending May thirty-first. Anno Domini one thousand 
nine hundred and nine. 

Section 2S. This act shall go into effect on the first Slonday of January, 
Anno Domini one tiiousand nine hundred and eiKhC; and all laws or parts of laws 
inconsistent' herewith are hereby repealed. 
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RULES OF PRACTICE ' 
BEFORE THE 

PENNSYLVANIA STATE RAILROAD COMMISSION. 



Rule 1, 

GENERAL SESSIONS.— Tho Kiffice of the Commuwioo in Ibe Capitol Building 
in the city of Hnrrisburs sball always be optn tluring busiii»ia hours, legal bolidays 
and SuDdayt excepted. 

The regular aenioDs of the CommisBioiis shall be held at its office in the Capitol 
Building at Harriabui^ ou the first Tuesdn; of each month, except the monthi of 
August and Septeml»er, and excepting when Hucb meeting days fall on a legal holi- 
day when it shall be held on the next day (hereafter. 



Rule 2. 

COMPr^INTS.— No particular form of complaint is teguired. The name of the 
corporation complained sgaiDBt must be stated in full, and the full name and 
post oMce address of the complainatil, w[th the full name and address of his attorney 
or counsel, if any, must be given. The act or omission complained of, toitetber 
with the facts and conditions generally relating thereto, must be stated with preci- 
sion, and if such act or omission is claimed to be in a violation of any statute, atten- 
tion should l>e called to the section of the statute relied upon. Complaints need not 
be sworn to. Three copies for each party to the reconl of every fonnal pleading 
shall be filed with the original for the use ot the OommiRsioo lyid the adverse parly, 
if desired. All papers filed shall be written on one side of the sheet only. 



Rule 3. 

SATISFACTION OF COMPIJ.INT AND ANSWER, UNDER SECTION H 
OP THE RAILROAD COMMISSION LAW.— The person or corpomtion com- 
plained against shall satisfy Ihe complaint nr make answer thereto within fifteen 
days. If the complaint is satisfied, both (he comptainmit and respondent must 
notify the Commiasion thereof promptly anil give thi- toiinK of the sctllement. 



Role 4. 

HEARINGS UPON ANSWER TO COMPLAINTS UNDER SECTION 8 OF 
THE RAILROAD I^W.— Aftor the filing ot nn answer 1o Che complaint as pro- 
vided in Rule 3, a time and place for bearing upon the issue may he appointed, 
notice ot which will be served upon all parties and the proceedings thereafter will 
be as the Commission shall from time to time direct. 



(211) 



,v Google 



212 ANNUAL RBPORT OF THB Off. Doc 

Rule 5. 

OTHER COMPLAINTS. — CoropUinta which, in the opinioD of the CommiSBlon , 
are not of such nature aa to permit of their aatiafaction uader the proviwona of 
Section 8 of the Raili«ad Commieaion Law oiay be investigated by it In auch 
maooer aa it deema proper without notice to the peraoo or corporation complained 
agaioBt. A copy of Ibe complaint and of the report, if any, upon the ez parte 
laveatigation may be served by mail upon the party or corpontioD complained 
agaiDst, who shall be requested to make anawer to the same within fifteen {15 daya. 

Upon receipt of sucb answer a time and place may be appointed for a hearing 
upon the complaint and answer, notice of which will be served by mail on all partiea 
and the proceedings thereafter will be aa the Commission shall from time to time 
direct. 



ANSWERS.— The answer must specifically admit oc deny the material allegatioD 
of the complaint. If any or all of the nllogntions of the complaint are denied, tb 
answer must set forth the facts as claimed to be by the party answering. 



. Rule 7. 

NOTICE IN NATURE OF DEMURRER.— A person or corporation complained 
egainat, who deema the comptaiut inauBlcient to show a breach of legal duty, may, 
instead of answering or formally demurring, serve on Ihe complainant and the Com- 
miasloQ notice of its claim of auch insulficienecy , and in auch case the facts stated in 
the complaint will be deemed admitted. Upon receiving such notice the complainant 
Bhall make such reply thereto as he may desire . and serve copy thereof on the 
respondent and file a copy with the CominiHsiou , and thereupcm the CoinaiiBsioQ will 
determine Ibe legality of the complaint and notify the parties of such decision and 
whether any otber action is deemed proper or necessary. 



AMENDMENTS.— Amendments to any complaint, petition, answer or otber 
paper filed in any proceeding or investigation may be allowed by the Commiasion In 
its deacretloD. 



Rule 9. 

ADJOURNMENTS AND EXTENSIONS OF TIME.— Adjournments and eiten- 
aiona of time may he granted upon application of any parly in the discretion of the 
Commisaion. Applications for extenaions of time of hearings shall be accompanied 
by an afficlavit showing a necessity therefor. 



Rule 10. 

STIPULATIONS,— The parties to any proceedings or Investigation hefoce the 
Commission may, by stipulation in writing filed with the Secretary, agree upon Ihe 
facts or any portion thereof involved in the controversy, which stipulation shall be 
regarded and used as evidence on the hearing. It is desirable that the facts be thua 
agreed upon wherever practicable. 
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Rule 11. 

DISMISSAL FOR FAILURE TO PROSECUTE COMPLAINT.— Whenevw 
the complaioaDt in an; cast refuses or Deglects to furnisfa the Commission witb addl- 
tioDBl Information or to perform any act, reBanJed by the CommiBSion as necessary 
or dMlrable for the proper and further elucidation, investigation or prosecution of 
the caae. for a period of fifteen (15) days after requested so to do, the CommiSBiou 
may forthwith dismiss the case, unless, in its opinion, it is of sufficient public 
interest and corcern to demand its further prosecution and determination , in which 
event subsequent proceedings may be conducted aa if the case had been instituted by 
the Commission, 



Rule 12. 
PRACTICE ON HEARINGS.— The complainant roust in all cases establish the 
facts allesed to constitute a violation of the law, unless tbe defendent admits the 
same or fails to answer tbe complaint. The defendant must alao give evidence of the 
facts alleged in the ansn-er, unless adraitti^ by the complainant, and must fully 
disclose its defense at tbe hearing. - Witneaacs may he examined orally before llw 
Commiaaion unless tbe fact* be stipulated. In case of failure to answer, the Com- 
misaion will take such proof of the facts as may be deemed proper and reasanable 
and make aueh order thereon as the circumstances of the case appear to require. 



Rule 13. 

DOCUMENTARr EVIDENCE. -Where relevant and material matter offered In 
evidence is embraced in a written or printed statement, bnnh or document of any 
kind containing other matter not material or relevant and not intended to be put 
in evidence, such siatement, booh or document in whole shall not be received or 
allowed to be filed, but counsel or other parly offering the same shall present in 
convenient and proper form for filing, a copy of such material and rslevant matter, 
and that only shall be received and allowed to be filed as evidence and a pan of 
the record; provided, however, it practicable, such matter may be read and taken 
down by tbe utetioKrapher as a part of tbe recorl. If the correctness of such copy is 
questioned the same shall be verified by an examination of tbe original in such a 
manner as the Oomniission may direct. 



Rule 14. 

COMMISSIONS TO TAKE TESTIMONY.— TSie testimony of any witness may 
be taken by deposition, at the instance of a party, in any proceedings or investiga- 
tion before tbe Commission, and at any time after the same ia at ixsue. The Commis- 
sion may order testimony to be taken by deposition, in any proceedtnc; or investiga- 
tion pending before it. at any atnee of such pmcei'ding or investigation. Such de- 
position may be taken before any judge of any court of the United Stales, or any 
commissioner of a circuit, or any clerk of a district or circuit court, or any justice 
or judge of a supreme or superior court, judge of a court of common pleas of any of 
the United States, or any notary public, not being of counsel or attorney to 
either of tbe parties, or otherwise interested in the proceeding or investigation. The 
same notice of taking deposition that is r^uired by the Pennsylvania Equity rules 
in taking doiH>silion in civil cases must be given in writing by the party or bis 
attorney proposing to lake such deposition to the opposite party or his attorney ol 
record, which notice shaM state llie name of Ihe witnesK nnrl the lime and place of 
tbe taking of bis deposition, and like notice shall be given tbe Secretary. 
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Every penoo whose deposition ia ttMeo shall be swom (or may affirm) to tMtify 
the whole tnitb, and shall be carefully examined. Hia teatimonj aball be reduced 
to writing, which may be typewritioE. by the magiatrate taking the deposition, or 
under hia direction, and shall, after il has been ledaced to writing, be subscribed by 
tbe witness. 

Rule 15. 
BRIEFS. — Upon all contested hearinga, unless otherwise speciaUy ordered, 
printed briefs containing legs) si^menta and citations of cases relied upon sbalt be 
filed on behalf of the partiea. Thej aliall contain an abstract of the evidense relied 
upon by tbe party filing tbe aame, and in such abaCract reference shall be made to the 
pages of the minutes where the evidence appears. The abstract of the evidence 
shall follow the statemeat of tlie case and precede the ari^ment. Briefs sliall be 
filed with the Commlsaioo and served upon the adverse pnrty or parties by tbe com- 
plainant within fifteen days after the receipt of copy of the testimony where tbe 
same is ordered, otherwise after the same has been concluded, and by the other 
party or parties within ten days afler receipt of complainants brief, and the com- 
plainants shall have five days additional time for reply. Different times may 
be specially ordero.l in any case. Ten copien of each brief shall be filed for the 
use of the Commission with the Secretary, and shall be accompanied by an affidavit 
showing service upon the adverse party. Three copies shall, in eacb ease, be 
served upon the adverse party. Briefs and other papers shall be printed and shall be 
ten inches long and seven inches wide, with the printed page seven inches long 
and three and one-half inches wide, except in special caaes: when, in the opinion 
of the Commiasion printing is impracticable, upon special oider they may be type- 



FrNANCIAI, CONDITION, TKRM AS USRD IN THESE EULES DK- 
FINiUU, — Whenever a psrty is required to set forth or disclose its flnandat coudi- 
tioD, such financial condition shall be given, so far as practicable, in appropriate 
schedules annexed to and referred to aod properly deeigunted in the petition. Such 
schedules shall show the following: (1) Amount and kinds of stock authorisged; (2) 
amount and kinds of slock issued ; (!t) terms of perference of all preferred stock ; (4) 
brief description of each mortgage upon property of the party, giving date of execu- 
tion, name of trustee, amount of indebtedness authorized to be secured thereby and 
amount of indebtedness actually secured: (5) number and amount of bonds author^ 
ized and issued , deacrihiog each class separately, giving date of issue, par value, 
rate of interest, date of malurity aud how aecured ; <6) other Indebtednesa, giving 
same by classea aod describing security, if any; (71 amount of interest jMid during 
previous fiscal year and rate thereof, if different rates were paid amount paid at 
each rate: (S) amount of divldeods paid during previous fiscal year and rate Uiereof ; 
(0) detailed statement of earoiu):!: and expenditures for, and balance sheet showing 
condition nl close of last fiscal year. 
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